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CONCLUSIONS. 


HAvine thus given as full a view of the opinions of previous 

» writers as my space would permit, I proceed to put for- 
ward my own conclusions on the subject.. In order to assist the 
reader in his investigation of the questions, I will put them in 
the form of propositions. I maintain— 


1. That the situation of the Gates of the City, as described by Nehemiah, is 
clear and explicit; and that it is precisely conformable to what we may believe 
to have been the line of wall. 

. 2. That a portion of the southern part of the city was defended by a Second 
wall, called the ‘Great Wall,’ probably erected by Agrippa at the time of 
building the Third or Outer wall on the northern side. 

8. That the site of the so-called ‘ Holy Sepulchre’ was inclosed by éwo walls 
on its western side. : 

4. That the ‘Second Wall’ must have commenced near to Hippicus, from 
consideration of the position of the Monument of the High Priest John. 

5. That the filling in of the ‘ Asamonzan Valley’ was merely a narrow em- . 
bankment, or causeway, connecting the acropolis of Antiochus with the Temple ; 
and that the hill Acra, lowered by the Maccabees, was not the ‘Lower City,’ 
but the acropolis of the lower city. 
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6. That the ‘ Second Wall’ was not curved on plan, as hitherto supposed; and 
that Bezetha occupied the entire northern side of the Temple. 

7. That the supposed site of the ‘ Holy Sepulchre’ is disproved, in addition 
to other evidence,—by 2 Chron. xxxiii. 14;—Jerem. xxxi. 39, 40;—by the 
traditional Pool of Bathsheba,—and by the position of the High Priest John’s 
monument. : 

8. That the ‘Second’ Temple, or Herod’s Temple, was not, as is generally 
supposed, 400 cubits, or 500 according to the Talmud, but 600 cubits every 
way, and that it occupied, including Antonia, a perfect square. 

9. That Golgotha was situate in the Valley of Hinnom, and that the Tomb 


of J oseph of Arimathea was among the neighbouring rocks. 


I. 


- The situation of the Gates of the City, as described by Nehemiah, is clear 
and explicit, and is precisely conformable to what we may believe to have been 
the line of wall. 


A most important point in the topography of Jerusalem, 
and one which is of vital consequence to the consideration of 
its antiquities, is the determination of the correct site of its 
gates and towers. Various have been the endeavours to effect 
this object, but hitherto without success. Even the critical 
Dr. Robinson acknowledges “In regard to the gates of the 
ancient Jerusalem there exists so much uncertainty that it 
would seem to be a vain undertaking to investigate the relative 
positions of them all.”* With his usual discernment, however, 
he selects the right position for the Valley gate— Now the 
North-west corner of Zion lies just at the head of the Valley of 
Gihon, or the upper part of Hinnom, and here would naturally 
be, aad so far as we know, always has been, a gate—the Gen- 
nath of Josephus. Here probably stood the Valley Gate, over 
against the Dragon Well of Gihon.” He rightly conjectures, 
also, that the Dung Gate was probably on the West or South of 
Sion. But he is less precise in imagining that the Fountain 
Gate was by Siloam, for by this position he signifies, in com- 
mon with previous writers, the position of my Water Gate: and 





* Bibl. Res., i. 471. 
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he is still more in error, by following these writers, in supposing 
that those of Benjamin and.Ephraim were identical, and that 
the “ Horse Gate, and some others,” were in the internal walls 
of the city. He concludes by observing—* Further than this 
I could not venture to announce.”* Mr. Williams is not thus 
cautious. He attempts to fix them all, with what success shall 
be presently seen. Now the reason of this difficulty and per- 
plexity has been owing to the “traditions” with which the sub- 
ject is enveloped. The well-meaning (?) monks, in their desire 
to account for every thing, have given Scriptural names to many 
of the gates, and these names, subject to occasional changes, 
have been too readily adopted by modern writers: and their 
starting points thus being wrong, they have found themselves 
involved in inextricable confusion. If we have made up our 
minds to believe all that the monks tell us, we must accept their 
data ; but if we are desirous of ascertaining the truth, we must, 
as an unbiassed judge, dismiss from our minds whatever we 
have been told, and judge only from the facts laid before us. 

The principal authoritative account of the Gates of the City 
is that contained in the Book of Nehemiah, which we will 
presently proceed to consider; though few explanations will 
be necessary, the plan itself being the best interpreter. In order 
to render this account as clear as possible, I have arranged the 
third and twelfth chapters in parallel columns. A few pre- 
liminary remarks on the streets of Jerusalem will help us more 
easily to understand the position of the gates. 

The principal streets of Jerusalem appear to have been those 
which gave access to the principal Gates. Thus we have the 
‘Street of the Gate of Ephraim,’ (Neh. viii. 16,) the ‘ East 
Street,’ (2 Chron. xxix. 4,) and the ‘ Street of the Water Gate.’ 
(Neh. viii. 1, 3, 16.) 

Another large area appears to ae been the Sheep Market, 
(John v. 2,) which was poss#bly contiguous to the Sheep Gate,t 





* Id., p. 473, 474. } See Brocardus; and Holy City, p. 401. 
EE 2 











410 ON THE TRUE SITE OF CALVARY. 


. which supposition is confirmed by the circumstance of Nehe- 
miah’s beg‘nning to build the walJs from this point. So far as 
‘we can judge from the order of names in the third Chapter of 
Nehemiah, this carfmot have been far from the present St. Ste- 
phen’s Gate, more especially as we know that the ‘ Sheep Pool’ 
was in this neighbourhood. 

The ‘ Street of the Water Gate’ appears to have corresponded 
with the Southern branch of the Tyropeon. This part of the 
city, which formed a suburb to the other portions, appears to 
have been called Millo.* It was “at the going down to Silla.”+ 
(or Siloah?) The gate probably received its name from being 
that through or near which the conduits from the Pools of 
Siloam passed. 

The ‘ East Street’ may have led to the most easterly wast of | 
the city. 

The ‘Street of the House of God’ (Ezra x. 9) may have led 
“to one of the Western Gates of the Temple, from Zion or Acra ; 
or to the Southern Gate, from Ophel, and Solomon’s Palace. 

Another principal street was probably along the upper por- 
tion of the Valley of the Tyropcon, leading up to the ‘ Valley 
Gate.’ When we consider that Jerusalem is girt about on — 
three sides with deep valleys, the reason is not at first sight 
obvious why one of the gates of the city should be called, par 
excellence, the “Gate of the Valley.” But it so happens that the 
Joppa Gate is the only gate of the city which opens tm a line 

with a valley, and there is therefore no doubt that it acquired 
this name in consequence thereof, especially when it must always 
have been the most frequented entrance into the city. A strong 
corroboration of this supposition is afforded by finding these 
“streets, with the exception of the East Street, continuing to be 





* «Millo” signifies a “ filling-in.” (Univ. Ane. Hist., iv. 229.) 

The probability of this interpretation is rendered — by finding the 
word occur in the Book of Judges. (see ix. 6.) 

+ II Kings, xii. 20. Compare Holy City, p. 23, note. 
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‘the principal streets of the modern city.* It was therefore in — 
the Street of the Valley Gate that the princes and the priests 
assembled on the occasion of the dedication of the walls by 
Nehemiah: and it was probably this same ‘Street of the 
(Valley) Gate of the City’ where Hezekiah, after he had brought . 
water into the city, assembled the captains: (2 Chron. xxxii. 
6:) and it is further remarkable. that Josephu: begins his de- 
scription at this same point. (Bell. v.'4, § 2.) It was probably 
from this circumstance that it acquired the name of the ‘ First 
Gate,’ (Zech. xiv. 10,) and it would appear from this that all the 
gates may have been numbered, especially as we find mention 
of a ‘Second Gate.’¢ (Zeph. i. 10.) 

_ On reaching the Valley Gate, the princes and the people 
parted in two companies; one company going Northward to the 
Prison Gate, the other Southward, to the Water Gate. This, 
then, is the reason why the Valley Gate is not mentioned in 
the twelfth Chapter of Nehemiah, and not, as imagined by Mr. 
Williams, that it was identical with the Gate of Ephraim; for 
the ‘Tower of the Furnaces’ and the ‘ Broad Wall,’ lay between 
these two gateways.t 





* “The principal modern streets are...the one leading to the Yaffa Gate... 
that leading to St. Stephen’s Gate, [the Via Dolorosa, ] that below the Pool of 
Hezekiah, that of the Bazaar, and that along the hollow parallel to the Haram.” 
(Robinson, Bibi. Res., p. 895.) To these might have been added the street 
leading to the Damascus gate. The street parallel to the Haram, I believe to 
be the Street of the Water Gate. 

«In some of the principal streets very large flags are seen, polished by long 
use, and said, not without probability, to have belonged to the ancient city. 
The direction of the principal thoroughfares is determined by the nature of the 
ground, and must always have been eseentially the same as at present. It is 
in these that the ancient flags are found.” (Dr. Olin’s Travels, ii. 183.) See 
also Rosenmueller, Bibl. Geog., ii. ii. 224. “Da Jerusalem auf mehreren 

 Hiigeln lag, so mussen da, wo diese durch Thaler getrennt sind, die Strassen 
hergab begangen seyn.” 

t One of the gates of the Temple was called “the Third Entry that is in the 
House of the Lord.” Jerem. xxxviii. 14. 

} Compare Neh. iii. 8, 11; xii. 38, and Holy City, p. 391. 
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CHAPT. III. CHAPT. XII. 
1. Sheep Gate. 39. Sheep Gate. 
Tower of Meah. 39. Tower of Neah. 
Tower of Hananeel. 39. Tower of Hananeel. 


2. Men of Jericho. 
Zaccur, the son of Imri. 


3. Fish Gate. 39. Fish Gate. 


4. Meremoth, the son of Urijah. 
Meshullam, the son of Berechiah. 
Zadok, the son of Baana. 


5. The Tekoites. 
6. Old Gate 39. Old Gate. 
7. elatiah, Jadon, the men of Gibeon ‘ Ms 
and the men of Mizpah. 39. Gate of Ephraim. 
The throne of the governor on this side the river. 
8. Uzziel, the goldsmith, and Hananiah the apo- 


thecary. 
ne Rephaah,therulerof the half part of J 
i 0 rt of Jerusalem. 
10.  Jedaiah, the son otarumaen f 
Hattush, the son of Hashabniah. 
11.. The other piece. 


= 


Tower of the Furnaces. 38. Tower of the Furnaces. 
tT 


12. Shallum, the ruler of the half part of Jerusalem. 





13. Valley Gate. (See also ii. 13.) 
(1000 cubits to the) 


* 


* ! 
14, Dung Gate, by the ruler of part of Beth-haccerem. | 31. Dung Gate. (ii. 13.) 


15. Fountain Gate. 
The wall of the Pool of Siloah. 


16. Nehemiah,the ruler of the half part of Bethzur. 


To the Pool that was le. (See also ii. 14.) 
To the house of the mighty. 
he Levites. 


17. ' 
Hashabiah,the ruler of the half part of Keilah. 
18. Bavai, the ruler o cA half ped Koike 

19. Ezer, the ruler of Miapah. 


Piece over against the going up to the Armoury, 
Turning of the wall. - 


20. 
21. Over y 
22. The riests, Themen plain 
23. Over against the house of Benjamin and Hashub. 
Over against the house of Azariah. 
24, Turning of the wall, even the corner 
25. Tower which lieth out of the King’s high house, 
(that was by the) 
Court of the Prison. 
Pedaiah, the son of Parosh. 
26. ‘The Nethinims who duelt in Ophil, unto 
The place over against the Water Gate, towards 
the east. 
Tower that lieth out, 
27. The Tckoites 





37. Fountain Gate. (ii. 14.) 


37. Stairs of the City of Da- 
vid, at the going up of 
the wall, above the house 
of David. . 


37. Water Gate. 
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Over agaist the Great Tower that lieth out. 
“Wall of Ophel. | 

28. Horse Gate, by the Priests. 

29. Over against the house of Zadok, the son of Immer. 


tah, the son o Shechaniah, the keeper o 
the East Gate. f f 
30. - Hananiah, the son of Shelamiah, and Hanum 


Over against the house of “a 
31. Malchiah the goldsmith. 

Place of the Methinims. 

Place of the Merchants. 

Over against the gate Miphkad 


and to ent 
32, nd Goldemithe and the Merchants 

Sheep Gate. 39. Sheep Gate. 

We have already seen the evidence which exists for the 
probability of the Sheep Gate being in the position indicated 
on the plan. After leaving this, the first point we can identify 
is the Tower of Hananeel.* This, it is- certain, stood at the 
north-east corner of the second wall; for in two other passages, 
where the name of this tower is mentioned, it is described as 
occupying one extremity of the city. (Jerem. xxxi. 38, Zech. 
xiv. 10.) Near this was the Fish Gate, for this also is spoken 
of as being at one extreme end of the city. (Zeph., i. 10.) 

The name of the ‘Gate of Ephraim’ does not occur in the 
third chapter, but we meet with it in the parallel passage in 
the twelfth chapter, as also in II. Kings, xiv. 13, and II. Chron., 
xxv. 23, where we are told that it was 400 cubits west of the 
Tower of Hananeel. (II. Kings, xiv. 3.) Its position, more- 
over, has been long identified with the present Damascus Gate. 
The ‘ Broad-wall’ seems to correspond pretty well with the 
length of wall which follows this. The Valley Gate I have 
already endeavoured to identify with Hippicus.t (pp. 410, 411.) 








* The Tower of Meah, or Emath, I conjecture to have stood at the angle of 
the old wall. 
_ _ Its situation is possibly to be fixed at about 300 feet distance from the Gate 
of Ephraim, where remains of an old gateway may yet be traced. (Traill’s 
Josephus, p. xxv.) It is supposed by some to have supplied the city with fish 
from the Jordan. 
¢ The towers, Hippicus and Phasaélus, correspond with the N.W. and N.E. 
towers of the ‘castle of David.’ (Holy City, Suppl. p. 75, and vol. ii. 14-16.) 
As the position of the Valley Gate and the Dung Gate is most important 
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It was before this gate that the ‘ Dragon- well’ existed, (Neh. ii. 
13,) which there is little doubt is represented by the ‘ upper 
pool.’ A tower was built at this gateway by Uzziah. (II. Chren. 


_ xxvi. 9.) At the distance of 1000 cubits from this stood the 


‘Dung Gate.’ Up to this point we have had no difficulty. 
The ‘ Fountain Gate,’ which comes next, is generally placed 
opposite to my Water Gate: but that it could not have 
been there is obvious from the places which are mentioned 
subsequently. I therefore conclude that the ‘ Fountain Gate’ 
was so named because it was over against the fountain of Silo- 


am. Krafft places the Fountain Gate in this position, and 


says,—“ A pathway still exists, going down to the valley.” 
After this; for tlie same reason, follows the ‘ Wall of the Pool 
of Siloah.* This, the narrative goes on to say, was “ by the 





to a correct understanding of the topography of Jerusalem, especially as regards 
the site of Calvary, it is satisfactory to find that the position assigned to these 
gates in the accompanying map is approved of by Offerhaus, Rosenmiiller, The- 
nius, and Leeman: ‘‘ Porta maxime Boream respiciens nuncupatur Porta Vallis, 
siquidem hac patebat aditus in vallem Gihon, que ad occidentem erat. Inter 
Portam Vallis, et Portam Fontis, ad occidentem intermedia erat Porta Fimeti, 
quee et Stercoris, ac Sterquilinii vocatur.” (C. G. Offerhausii,,Exercit. Philolog. 
vet. Hieros., 1718, xii. 24; xix.38.) “Geht man von Norden nach Siiden zu, 
kommt man zuerst an das Thalthor, welches vermuthlich von dem Thale 
Gihon seinen Namen erhalten hat.” (E. F. K. Rosenmiiller, Bibl. Geog. ii. Bd. 
ii. Th.) See the plans accompanying Leeman’s Paldstina, and Thenius, Vorez- 
tlische Jerusalem. Villalpandus and Lamy, as we shall presently see, also place 
these gates on the west of the city, but more northward, so as to suit the church 
of the ‘Holy Sepulchre.’ Krafft also places them on the west side. (Jerus., 
plan, and pp. 20, 151.) ; 

* A large pool is mentioned as having formerly existed at a short distance 
south of the pool of Siloam, but now converted into a garden. (Holy City, . 
Suppl., p. 110.) It is evident from Nehemiah, ii. 14, that the king’s pool was 
outside the city. In iii. 15, the pool of Siloah is connected with the king’s 
garden; and this pool is mentioned long before Ophel is described. (vv. 24-27.) 
Again, in Josephus (Bell. v. 6, § 1), we find that Siloam was in the occupation 
of Simon, and Ophla in that of John, which they could not have been if they 
had been together: and from vi. 9, § 4 it would appear that the Romans had 
had possession of Siloam from an eazly period of the siege, probably at the 
period of taking the lower city, wher. the valley of the Tyropceon would thus be 
opened to them: for it was by this same valley that the Romans, after the 
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king’s garden:” and the nature of this valley, sheltered by the 
“two walls,” seems to render it a desirable place for such a 
purpose. It was probably by some concealed sally-port, or 
private door, that Zedekiah fled, “by the way of the king’s 
garden, by the way betwixt the two walls.” (II. Kings xxv. 4, 
Jerem. xxxix: 4.) The circumstance that the ‘ king’s garden’ 
is mentioned before thé‘ way betwixt the two walls,’ is con- 
firmatory of the position here assigned for the king’s garden, in 
preference to that usually pointed out. Next, we meet with the 
‘Stairs that go down from the City of David,’ the situation of 
which well agrees with the locality. It was-in this spot, as we 
shall presently see, that the ‘ Water Gate’ existed, although in 
the detailed account of chapter ii. it is not mentioned till in 
the 26th verse. Whether the phrase ‘the street that was before 
the. Water Gate’ signifies the inside or the outside of that gate 
is uncertain, but either: situation would be alike favourable for 
the congregation of a large multitude; some of whom would 
line the walls, and others clothe the banks in the manner of a 
theatre. (Neh. viii. 1, 3.) 

The next paragraph clearly shows that the ‘ Sepulchres of 
David’ could not have been at the site pointed out by tradition,on 
thé south side of Zion.* It will be seen by the map, that I have 
placed the Sepulchre of David, conjecturally, at some distance 





conquest of the temple, drove the Jews out of the lower city, and set all on fire, 
as far as Siloam. (vi. 7, § 2.) May there not, therefore, have been another 
pool in this neighbourhood, as we know that others have existed in the valley 
of the Tyropeon, and in the vicinity of the temple, and may not this pool have 
been on the slope of Zion, by the ‘ king’s garden,’ and in a line with the aque- 
duct from Solomon’s pools? It would appear that the pool of Siloam is dif- 
ferent from this pool in Nehemiah, for the proper reading here is “The pool 
of Shelahh, in the king’s garden.” (Lightfoot, Chorog. Ing., v. 3.) Pocock 
describes a large vaulted cistern at the N.W. angle of the temple: (ii. i. 10:) 
and the Placentine Pilgrim refers to a large pool on each side of the temple. 

_ * “ The ‘ sepulchres of the house of David’ were removed out of their places.” 
(Lightfoot, Chorog. Cent. xxxviii.) Compare with this the prophecy in Jerem. 
viii. 1. Dion Cassius relates that in the year u.c. 886 (a.D. 133) the Sepulchre 
of Solomon (or David) fell down of itself. ‘‘ Monumentum Salomonis, quem illi 
summa reverentia colunt, gua sponte dissolutum corruerat.” (lib. Ixix. 14, p. 1162.) 
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within the walls, or outside of them. This appears to be expressed 
by the words “‘over against.” It seems very possible that they 





We have no notice of this tomb from the time of St. Luke (Acts ii. 29) to the 
11th century, when we find the following Jewish tradition :— 

“ Fifteen years ago, (a.D. 1173,) one of the walls of the place of worship on 
Mount Sion fell down, which the patriarch ordered the priests to repair. He 
commanded to take stones from the original wall of Sion and to employ them for 
that purpose: which command was obeyed. About twenty journeymen were hired 
at stated wages, who broke stones from the very foundations of the walls of Sion. 
Two of these labourers, who were intimate friends, upon a certain day treated one 
another and repaired to their work after their friendly meal. The overseer 
questioned them about their tardiness, but they answered that they would still 
perform their day’s work, and would employ thereupon the. time during which 
their fellow-labourers were at meals. They then continued to break out stones, 
and happened to meet with one which formed the mouth of a cavern. They 
agreed with one another to enter the same and to search for treasure, in pur- 
suit of which they proceeded onward until they reached a large hall supported 
by pillars of marble, encrusted with gold‘and silver, and before which stood a 
table with a golden sceptre and crown. This was the sepulchre of David, king 
of Israel, to the left of which they saw that of Solomon in a similar state, and 
so on the sepulchres of all the kings of Judah who were buried there. They 
further saw locked chests the contents of which nobody knew, and they desired 
to enter the hall, but a blast of wind like a storm issued forth from the mouth 
of the cavern, strong enough to throw them down, almost lifeless, on the ground. 
There they lay until evening, when another wind rushed forth, from which 
they heard a noise, like that of a human being, calling aloud—‘ Get up, and go 
forth from this place.’ The men.came out in great haste and full of fear, and 
proceeded to the patriarch and reported what had happened to them. This 
ecclesiastic summoned into his presence Rabbi Abraham el Constantini, a pious 
ascetic, one of the mourners of the fall of Jerusalem, and caused the two 
labourers to repeat what they had previously reported. Rabbi Abraham there- 
upon informed the patriarch that they had discovered the sepulchres of the house 
of David and of the kings of Judah. The following morning the labourers 
were sent for again, but they were found stretched on their beds, and still full 
of fear; they declared that they would not attempt to go again to the cave, as 
it was not God’s will te discover it toanyone. The patriarch ordered the place 
to be walled up, so as to hide it effectually from everyone until the present day. 
The above-mentioned Rabbi Abraham told me all this.” (Rabbi Benjamin, of 
Tudela, Itinerary, translated by A. Asher, pp. 73-75.) This-story is defended 
by Klenker, Salomon. Denkwurdig., 124; Michaelis, Zerstreute Kleine Schriften, 
457-460; and Minter, Bishop of Zealand, Antig. Abhand., 106-116; all of 
whom attribute the story to an explosion of foul air. + 
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may have been without the walls.* After the Sepulchres, passing 
the wall over against ‘the pool that was made’ and the ‘ house of 
the mighty,’ or the giants’ house, we have the ‘piece over against 
the going up to the Armoury,’ by which notice we have a conclu- 
sive proof’of the general accuracy of the disposition of the gates 
we have already fixed, in the circumstance that Josephus describes 
the ‘ Armoury’ as existing in the Temple. (Ant. ix. 7, § 2.) This 
was situated at the ‘ turning of the wall,’at which place may have 
been the third tower built by Uzziah,t and it is precisely at this 
point that we find the wall turning down southward to enclose 
Ophel. Here again we have evidence of this determination of 
the walls being the right one. It has been shewn by the - 
learned Psalmanazar,t that the Hebrew word here employed, 
Mikzoah, signifies a re-entering or internal angle ;. and it is a 
happy coincidence, that of the many corners and turnings of 
the wall this is the only one which is described as being an 
epen angle. The learned Jesuit, Villalpandus, makes a simi- 
lar observation, and defines Michtsoagh to be “ recessus nempe et 
sinus.” The same word occurs in II. Chron. xxvi. 9, where we 
learn that it was at this turning that Uzziah built .a tower. 
After passing a considerable distance we again come to a ‘ turn- 
ing of the wall, even the ¢orner,’ which would be that by the 
Pool of Siloam, and close by this is the ‘tower that lieth out 
from the king’s high house,’§ which tower may be that built by 
Uzziah, and here was probably the ‘ Gate of the Corner,’ men- 
tioned in Jeremiah (xxxi. 38), which would, therefore, be differ- 
ent from the ‘Corner Gate’ of Zechariah (i. 10.) This Tower, the 





* Dr. Pococke considered it ‘‘ probable that the ‘ garden of the kings’ was the 
fixed burial place of the kings, it being the ancient eastern custom to bury in 
their own houses or gardens.” (Desc. of the East, vol. ii. pt. I. p. 9.) Dr. 
Thenius places the tombs in this position in his map of Jerusalem. (Otto The- 
nius, Das vorexilische Jerusalem, und dessen Tempel, taf. i.) This vicinity to ~ 
the Temple seems indicated by Ezek. xliii. 7, 9. (Hitzig, Ezek., Bottcher, Exeg. 
Krit. Achrenlese z#Alt. Test.) + 11. Chron. xxvi.9. { Untv. Anc. Hist. iv. 221. 

§ Solomon is believed to have had a palace either on the temple mount, or 
south of it, (Wil. Tyr. viii. 7, p. 748; xii. 7, p. 820,) which palace might after- 
wards have been enclosed by Jotham. 


a 
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sacred narrative goes on to say, ‘was by the court of the prison,’ 
and in this locality, therefore, we must place the ‘Prison Gate.’ 

The next part described is ‘ the place over against the Water 
- Gate, towards the eas¢:’ the words over against clearly indicating 
that the Water Gate was not on this point, but in some dther wall 
- Opposite to it on the west; and this fact is remarkably and 
most satisfactorily confirmed by the twelfth chapter, where we 
find one company proceeding along the west and south walls to 
the Water Gate; and the other company going along the west, 
north, and east walls, and stopping at the Prison Gate, the situa- 
tion of which, if we regarded the order of the 26th verse, rather 
- than its signification, would carry us beyond the Water Gate,* 
where the other company was assembled, which would be an 
impossibility. On examining the plan it will be seen that the 
two companies were thus assembled on the south of the 
temple, where I have imagined to have been the grand ascent 
to the House of the Lord, built by Solomon. The presump- 
tion therefore is that they met in this spot, in order to proceed 
together to the Temple to complete the ceremonies of con- 
secration. The situation of the Water Gate is rightly as- 
signed by Brocardus—‘ The place where is now the Water 
Gate, between Mount Zion and Solomon’s palace which stood 
on the south side of Mount Moriah.” (Jéin. viii.) From here 
extended the eastern ‘ wall of Ophel,’t the enclosure of which 
was commenced by Jotham, (II. Chron. xxvii. 3,) and completed 
by Manasseh. (II. Chron. xxxiii. 14.)¢ The next gate mentioned 

* This position of the Water Gate agrees with the Talmud, according to 
which it was near the south of the temple, close by the chamber where the 
council of the Sanhedrim sat: (Middothi. 4, p. 237.) The place of the ‘coming 
down of the waters’ was also in this locality. (Holy City, ii. 465.) 

¢ The word Ophel occurs twice in the plan. I have supposed that at first a 
small portion of ground adjoining the Temple was lifted up, [as it is explained 
by Psalmanazar, Anc. Univ. Hist., iv. 229,] so as to make the palace of Solo- 
mon, which might have been afterwards built upon it, more nearly on a level 
with the Temple; and that the name was subsequently given to the whole 
tongue of land. Respecting the position of Solomon’s palace, see Ezek. xliii. 8. 


¢ Dr. Robinson describes scarped rocks 960 feet south of the temple area, as 
evidently having once formed a portion of the line of wall. (i. 460 n. 5.) 
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is the Horse Gate, which was repaired by the priests, and, 
therefore, was near the temple, on its south side :* it was also 
“ by the king’s house,” (II. Chron., xxiii. 15; II. Kings, xi. 16,) 
and looked “ towards the east, unto the brook of Kidron.” (Je- 
rem. xxxi.40.) The ‘East Gate,’ mentioned in Neh. v.29, might 
probably be the eastern gate of the outer court, but it is more 
probable that it was the principal gate of the temple, which 
was the eastern gate of the inner court. The goldsmiths, the 
Nethinims, and the merchants, mentioned in the 3lst and 32nd 
verses, may refer to the temple, where we know that they 
formed their place of business,f or they may refer to the in- 
habitants of Maktesh,t which signifies a hollow ; for it was here 
that the merchants resided.§ The Gate Miphkad was another 
internal gate, “‘ over against” which the wall was carried. The 
‘going up of the corner; next specified, may designate the 
north-east angle of the temple, or the angle of junction of the 
second wall with the wall of the ee and thus we get again 
to the Sheep Gate.|| 

By this arrangement of the gates, we find the description 
given to us by Nehemiah, clear, full, and distinct, instead of 
being contradictory and uncertain, as hitherto supposed: and 
thus, by having a clear idea of the true position of the gates, 
we are enabled to understand other passages of the Bible which 
refer to them. Thus in Zeph. i. 10, at the denouncement of 

* In confirmation of this we find the Hippodrome, mentioned by Josephus, as 
existing to the south of the temple: (BelZ. ii, 3, § 1.; Ant. xvii. 10, § 2:) and a 
Jewish and Moslem tradition attaches the name of ‘ Solomon’s stables’ to the 
vaults under the southern part of the Haram. (Benjamin of Tudela, and 
Mejr-ed-din, ii. 95.) 

+ There were shops on each side of the East Gate. (Sanhed., xi. 2, quoted 
by Lightfoot, Chorog. Cent., xxviii.) See also Prospect of the Temple, ch. ix ; 
and Bibi. Res., i. 417, referring to Matt. xxi. 12, and the parallel passages. 

§ Psalmanazar, Univ. Anc. Hist., iv. 227. } Zeph. i. 11. 

|| One other gate requires to be noticed, though it is not referred to in Nehe- 
miah. It is ‘the High Gate of Benjamin, that was by the house of the Lord,’ 
(Jerem. xx. 2,) which definition clearly.shows that it could not have been as often 
stated, identical with the gate of Ephraim. Arculphus placed it abqut 1000 feet 
west of the north-east angle. This gate appears to have been of some conse- 
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woes against Jerusalem, it is said—“ there shall be the noise of 
a cry from the Fish Gate, and an howling from the Second 
(Gate), and a great crashing from the hills:” meaning from the 
north to the south, from one end. of the city to the other, even 
round about: and at the re-establishment of the city, it is said— 
“the city shall be built to the Lord, from the tower of Hananeel 
unto the gate of the corner;” (Jerem. xxxi. 38;) and in Zech. 

xiv. 10—* It shall be lifted up, and inhabited in her place, from 
Benjamin’s Gate unto the place of the First Gate, unto the 
Corner Gate; and from the tower of -Hananeel unto the king’s 
winepresses ;” (or gardens;) signifying from east to west and 
from north to south.* 

The reader who has gone through the examination of these 
passages, will now be in a position to judge of the value of Mr. 
Williams’s arrangement. The Shcép Gate he places to the 
north of the temple. (Suppl. p. 109.) On the position of the 
Fish Gate he thus reasons :—“ The Fish Gate is in juxtaposition 
with the ‘second’ in-Zeph. i. 10: [on the contrary, it is in 
antithesis: | by which ‘ second’ must be understood that part of 
Jerusalem which was inhabited by Huldah the prophetess, and 





quence, both from its vicinity, if not connexion with the Temple, and from its 
being furnished with stocks for the punishment of criminals. It is also referred 
to in Jerem. xxxvii. 18, and Zech. xiv. 10. , 

* Some discrepancy exists as to the circuit of the walls. The ‘Syrian land 
surveyor’ gives it as 27 stadia; Josephus at 33; Timochares and Aristeas at 40; 
while Hecateus augments the measure to 50 stadia. D’Anville (Appendix IV 
to Chateaubriand’s Travels in Greece, Palestine, §c.) endeavours to reconcile 
the first two statements, by supposing a difference in the length of the cubit; 
but there is no necessity for such an expedient. The accompanying plan 
happens to be of exactly 33 stadia in circumference, though drawn without re- 
ference to that measure; it being based on the ordnance survey, but carrying 
the outer wall more northward, so as to inclose the ‘tombs of the kings’, and 
to follow the sinuosities of the brook Kidron. Again, the ‘Syrian land-sur- 
veyor’ lived in the time of Eusebius, at which period the greater portion of 
Bezetha had reverted into cornfields and olive groves, and the remaining portion 
of the city, supposing the whole of Zion and Ophel to have been inclosed as 
formerly, would then differ only one stadium and a half from the 27 stadia then 
given. The other dimensions probably included the suburbs of the city. 
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of which Judah, the son of Senuah, was governor. (II. Chron. 
xxxiv. 22; Neh. xi. 9.) And I have no doubt that this is the 
part of the city which was fortified with a second, or ‘ another 
wall,’ by Hezekiah.” (p. 113.) On this foundation he pro- 

’ ceeds to build an argument in support of his favourite Tyropceon. 
Quoting IT. Chron. xxxiii. 14, “ he (Manasseh) built a wall... 
on the west side of Gihon, in the valley, even to the entering 
in at the Fish Gate,” and then finding the Fish Gate and Gihon 
in “ juxtaposition,” (though separated by an adverb and a pre- 
position, denoting considerable distance,) he argues: “The 
Tyropeon of Josephus will then be the Gihon, on whose west 
side Manasseh built the wall in the valley; and this will be 
identical with ‘ Millo, the city of David,’ repaired by Hezekiah, 
the same with Parbar, or the suburbs.” (p. 114.) 

The Corner Gate he places near the Gate Gennath. “It was . 
so named from the angle at the junction of the first and second 
walls .... and the tower of the Furnaces was the tower built by 
Uzziah at that Corner Gate. The Gate of Ephraim would then 
be 400 cubits to the north of this, not far from the Porta 
Judiciaria, and the Broad-wall between the two might be the 
part strengthened with a double wall by Hezekiah. The Old 
Gate would then be in the same west wall, between the Gate of 
Ephraim and the Fish Gate, which last corresponded perhaps in 
position with the present Damascus Gate.” (Jd.) The towers 
of Meah and Hananeel ‘‘ may have afterwards formed part of - 
the tower Antonia.”* (p. 115, vol. i, p. 75, 76.) | 

The Valley Gate, which he considered to be identical with the 
Gate of Ephraim, he placed in the first edition (p. 391 and 

. 285) at the present Damascus Gate, in the north wall: (see ante, 
p. 850:) in his second edition, (Suppl., p. 42,) he makes the 
Sheep Gate and the Valley Gate identical, and places them at 
St. Stephen’s Gate, and in p. 115, he says—* It must, I think, 
be a gate leading into a valley of the Kedron,” that is to say, on 
the east of the city: a few pages after, he acknowledges, that 


* He adds, with reason,—“ But I would rather place the tower of Hananeel 
at the north-east angle.” 7 
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with respect to the Valley Gate “I have some misgivings, 
because I could rather believe that the Valley Gate led into the 
valley of Hinnom, than into the Kedron. But I see no escape 
from the conclusion at which I have arrived.” He then goes 
on to identify the Dragon-well, which was before the Valley - 
Gate, with the Fountain of the Virgin: “and it is a curious 
coincidence, mentioned ‘by Dr. Schultz, in confirmation of this 
hypothesis, that the rise and fall of the water in this intermit- 
ting spring, is popularly ascribed to a dragon that lies concealed 
in it ;” (p.119,120;) thus fixing it on the south of the city: and 
lastly, in vol. ii, p. 55, he states that “the Valley Gate would 
probably be found in the west wall” of what he appears to con- 
sider as his dower Acra, in contradistinction of his fell Acra. 
Thus we have this Valley Gate, like the man in the play, 
changing his dress, and performing a different part in four 
different scenes: and yet this is the writer who says of. Dr. 
Robinson—* Diruit, edificat, mutat quadrata rotundis”’ ! 

The Sepulchres of David he naturally places at the traditional 
tomb: the Armoury at the turning “will very well suit the 
position of the Hippi¢ tower:” and he refers to Sol’s. Song, iv. 
4:(p. 117:) “there can be no question,” etc. (1st edit., p. 415.) 
“The éurning of the wall, in Neh. iii. 24, is probably the north- 


east angle of Mount Sion.” (p. 118.) 


“The ‘court of the Prison in the king’s house of Judah’, in 
which the prophet Jeremiah was cénfined, is’ gvidently the same 
with this in Nehemiah, and since the ‘ stocks that were in the 
high gate of Benjamin, which-was by the house of the Lord’, 
were probably connected with this prison, I think that we may 
assume the identity of the high gate with the ‘third entry that 
is in the house of the Lord,’ where king Zedekiah conferred 
with the captive prophet, which gate I believe to be called 
Miphkad by Nehemiah, [impossible,] the Shallecheth of more 
ancient times, the Bab-es-Salsala, or gate of the chain of the 
modern Haram, a sufficiently appropriate synonym for the 
Prison Gate, and another remarkable instance of happy coin- 


° 
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cidence, probably not accidental.” (Jd.) The reader will not 
fail to perceive that this ‘ Court of the Prison’ being recognized 
by Mr. Williams in the ‘Gate of Benjamin’, and in the ‘ Third 
Entry’, is made to exist on the north, west, and south sides at 
the same time; but what will the reader say when he is told 
that this dreadful chain is common to the doors of nearly all 
the khans, and some other buildings in the east, and is used in 
way of protection, or to suspend: a lantern ! 

The Water Gate, like the Valley Gate, is made to do suit and 
service on more than one occasion. In vol. ii. 23, he places it 
near to Hippicus, in order to shew that the gate near that tower, 
mentioned by Josephus, (Bell. v. 6, § 6,) could not have been, as 
supposed by Dr. Robinson, the Gate Gennath ; for this would 
have been fatal to his Second Wall: and subsequently, by means 
of a double transformation, he changes the position of the Water 
Gate to that of the south gate of the temple; and the fortress 
Acra in the Lower City, to the fortress Baris or Antonia on the 
Temple Mount; and then quoting Neh. xii. 37, “And at the 
Fountain Gate, which was over against them,” (which he places 
at Siloam,) “they went up by the stairs of the city of David,*... 
even unto the Water Gate,” he deduces that Ophel, and Moriah, 
and consequently his fortress Acra, must have been called the 
‘city of David’ (!) (ii. 476); the object of all this laboured dis- 
tortion of the truth being to reconcile his supposed line of 
Hezekiah’s aqueduct with the simple statement of Holy 
Scripture, that “ Hezekiah brought the upper watercourse of 
Gihon straight down to the west side of the City of David.” 

Thus then we see that in his elucidation of the clear and 
explicit account of Nehemiah, Mr. Williams has broken the 
continuity of the narrative, and actually reads a considerable 
portion of tt backwards; making the north wall, described in 
verses 1—12, run from the east to the west: and the remain- 
ing verses, 13—32, refer to the southern wall, running also 





: : * See also First Edit. p. 396. f 
. VOL. Il, FF 
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from: east to west. (Instead of from west to east.) With Siloam 
as a “starting point” he traces the wall “round the upper 
city, to its junction with the second wall.” “ Hence following 
the course of the north wall of: Sion ... we come to... the 
north-east angle of Mount Sion.” (Suppl. p. 121.) Two cir- 
cumstances suggest themselves on this subject: one is, how 
little reliance can be placed on mere tradition, unless supported 
by facts; the other, how little weight can be attached to argu- 
ments brought forward by a writer like Mr. Williams, who is 
so little scrupulous about the justice of his fundamental pre- 
mises.* 
: II. 

A portion of the Southern part of the City was defended by a ‘Second Wall,’ 
called the ‘Great Wall,’ probably erected by Agrippa, at the time of building 
the Third or outer wall, on the Northern side. 

Having thus examined the line of walls repaired by Nehe- 
miah, let us turn to Josephus, who describes the walls of this 
portion of the city. ‘Simon held the Upper City, and, the 
Great Wall as far as Cedron, and as much of the Old Wall as 
bent from Siloam to the East, and which went down to the 
Palace of Monobazus, who was King of the Adiabeni beyond 
Euphrates : he also held that fountain and Acra. .... But John 
held the Temple, and the parts thereto adjoining for a great 
way, as also Ophla, and the valley called the Valley of Cedron.” 
(Bell. v. 6, § 1.) This description, which by former plans 
must have appeared perplexing and contradictory, becomes, by 
the arrangement here given, clear and intelligible. A wall had 
been built across the valley, from the Southern parts of Zion to 
Ophel, probably by Agrippa, and enclosing the King’s gardens, 





* Though the conjectural lines of wall in the accompanying plan are repre- 
sented as nearly straight, we must suppose them to be varied by the introduc- 
” tion of towers. Tacitus thus describes them :—‘“‘ Two hills that rose to a pro- 
digious height, were inclosed by walls constructed with skill; in some places 
projecting forwards, and in others retiring inwardly; with the angles so formed 
that the besiegers were always liable to be annoyed in flank.” (Hist. v. 11.) 
The towers were 60 to 120 feet-high: Antonia rose above all. _ 
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and Siloam. This wall, extending as far as Kidron, is, from its 
length and possible magnitude, called by. Josephus, the ‘ Great 
Wall, being thus distinguished from the ‘Old Wall’ which 
bent from Siloam towards the East,* (correctly speaking North- 
east, ) and which then went down by the Palace of Monobazus,t 
(which probably occupied the site of the ‘ King’s high house’ 
of Nehemiah :) that is to say, Simon’s portion of the city 
extended up to this wall; for the wall itself, as forming part of 
Ophel, must have belonged to John. 


It. IV. 


The site of the so-called ‘Holy Sepulchre’ was enclosed by two walls on its 
Western side. 


The Second Wall must have commenced near to Hippicus, from considera- 
tion of the monument of the High Priest John. 

An objection has been urged by Dr. Olin as to the line of 
Second Wall being placed westward of the accepted site of the 
‘Holy Sepulchre.’ that if this wall were so near to the outer 
wall, how could Titus be supposed to attack the upper City at 
@ point where he would be exposed to the missiles cast from 
the side wall, and where he would be fighting with more disad- 
vantage than in any other position. This objection is met by 
Dr. Robinson, in showing that Titus, after he had broken 
through the outer wall, was conscious of the weakness of his 
position, and therefore, instead of turning to attack the Wall 
of Zion, and thereby expose his flank to the enemy posted on 
the line of the second wall, he resolved to make himself master 
of this second wall, before he attempted to attack the first. 





* This passage has been misunderstood by Mr. Williams, who in interpret- 
ing it as referring to the east wall of Mount Sion, takes occasion to state, that 
Dr. Robinson has “ overlooked the important passage,” when, in fact, it has no 
connexion with such wall. (Holy City, p. 105.) 

+ For other notices of this palace, which was built by Grepte, a relation of 
Izates, King of the Adiabeni, see Bell. iv.9, § 11; and vi. 7, § 1. It was a place 
of great strength, (Jd.) as we might infer from the words of Nehemiah respect. 
ing the former buildings. Mr. Williams erroneously identifies it with Agrippa’s 
palace on Mount Zion. (Holy City, p. 105.) 

FF2 
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But, as exhibited on my plan, I conceive that the North- 
west angle of the City was enclosed with a separate wall by 
Manasseh, and therefore that this portion of the City was 
defended with a double or second wall, equally with Acra or 
the Lower City. . This supposition, though in apparent opposi- 
tion to Josephus, (according to whom the portion of wall 
between Gennath and Hippicus was not defended by the‘ Second 
wall,’) will be found liable to no objection, but rather confirmed 
by the apparent difficulty. . If, as has been hitherto supposed, 
and as at first appears from the statement by Josephus, the 
' Second Wall had no communication with the outer wall, and 
consequently the portion of the wall of Mount Zion from Hip- 
‘picus to the Gennath Gate, was protected only by the outer or 
Third wall, then there could have been no object in Titus’s 
having commenced his attack at this portion of the outer wall, 
rather than at the more Northerly parts of the new city. On 
the contrary, the more distant the part might lie from the other 
walls, so much less easily could it be defended. ‘This point 
then was selected, because it opposed to him one less wall to 
overcome: and having once passed the outer wall in a position 
between Hippicus and the Tower of the Furnaces, Titus would 
have turned the portion of wall connecting the Tower of the 
Furnaces and the Broad Wall, which would thus assist him in 
gaining the Second Wall; and then, by the same process, 
making use of this second Wall as a bulwark from which to 
annoy the enemy, and to protect the advance of his machines, 
he would prepare to attack the old or First Wall. 

This plan of operations we find to have been followed out: 
having taken the Second Wall, Titus destroyed the Northern 
portion, but “ put men into the. Towers of the Southern 
extremities, in order that he might attack the Old Wall.” * 
' ~ An important point in the topography of Jerusalem as indi- 
cating the line of the Second Wall, is the position of the High 
Priest John’s monument. Judging only from the first mention 
of this mofiument it would appear that it stood near the outer 





* Bell. v. 8, § 2. 
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or Third wall, for it marked the spot where Titus attacked the 
outer wall.* Then, further on, we are told, that when Titus 
had taken the outer wall, and was preparing to attack the 
Second wall, Simon fortified the walls from the point in the 
Second Wall opposite to the monument of the High Priest 
John, round about to Hippicus,t thus identifying the monu- 
ment with the Second wall: but afterwards, when Titus had 
taken both the outer and the second walls, and laid siege to 
the first wall, we read that he planted two machines, one at the 
Pool Amygdalon, and the other nearer to Hippicus at John’s 
monument, thus clearly proving that the monument was near 
the First wall. These perplexing accounts are satisfactorily 
explained, when we consider the High Priest’s monument to 
have been situated about equidistant from all three walls; the 
walls forming three sides of a square, and the monument 
standing in the middle.§ The exact position, may be deter- 
mined from Josephus, for he states that the machine by the 
High Priest’s monument was thirty cubits only distant from 
that which stood by the Pool Amygdalon.|| 

But the determination of the position of the High Priest’s 
monument is useful, not only in showing the point where Titus 
made his breach in the outer wall; it also enables us to fix with 
great precision the line of the second wall. It is very remark- 
able, that all attacks on the upper City were made opposite to 





* Td. v. 6, § 2. t Id. v. 7, § 3. t Id. v. 9, § 2. 

§ Mr. Williams objects that the monument was a tomb, and therefore out- 
side the walls. Bui this is by no means necessary. Not only were the tombs 
of David, and of the children of Huldah within the walls, (Lightfoot, Chorog. 
Cent. xxxviii,) but a parallel example occurs in that of King Alexander Janneus, 
opposite to whose monument the Romans attacked Antonia. (Jos. Bell. v. 7, § 3.) 

| Jd. v. 11, § 4. Mr. Williams perversely places the high priest’s monument 
eastward of Amygdalon ; which is at direct variance with this passage of Jose- 
phus. This mis-statement can scarcely be from error in judgment, though it 
comes from one who accuses others of wilful “variations and alterations, 
resorted to without scruple, sometimes without notice, and always without 
authority.” Mr. Wiiliams’s words are:. ‘The monument of John I cannot 
hesitate to assign to a position thirty cubits east of Amygdalon.” (H. C. ii. 24.) 
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the three strong towers* described by Joséphus, and left 
standing by Titus on account of their immense strength, while 
all attacks on the Temple were over against the yet stronger 
tower of Antonia; and this circumstance enables us to prove 
the truth of Josephus’s assertion, that neither the Temple nor 
the upper City could be attacked on any other quarter. Thus, 
after Titus had been repulsed from his former position, he 
returned and raised his banks “on the West side of the City, 
over against the Royal Palace ;”+ “at the three towers.” }. Here, 
therefore, must have stood the fourth machine, thirty cubits 
from which was the third machine by the Pool Amygdalon, 
the two machines being separated from each other by the line 
of Second Wall, and the Gate Gennath. i 

Thus, then, by the High Priest’s monument we are enabled 
to prove, not only that the Second Wall lay to the West of the 
Pool of Hezekiah, or Amygdalon, but that an outer wall existed 
yet more to the West, occupying the position of the present 
modern wall, of the same antiquity with the other walls. 

But it is not only to Josephus that we are indebted for evi- 
dence respecting this outer wall, the Bible itself, as we have 
seen,§ shows us that this outer wall is identical with the wall 
which Manasseh built “ without the City of David,” i. e. without 
the “Second Wall” built by David or Joab,|} “ on the west side 
of Gihon,” “in the valley :”@ and as this circumstance affords 
an argument in favour of the identity of the modern line of 
western wall with that of the ancient city, so does it militate 
strongly against the idea of those who suppose all this portion of 
the present city to have been excluded in the ancient; and it 
shows that.a city could not have been described as compactly 





* This corresponds with Josephus’ account of the siege by Titus, and the 
steepness of the north wall. (Bell. v. 6, § 2; vi. 8,§1.) The portion of wall 
attacked was always that towards the west—“ at John’s monument,” (v. 9, § 2,) 
“Cover against the royal palace,” (vi. 8, § 1,) at the very same place where 
Cestius had formerly endeavoured to enter the city. (ii, 19, § 4.) 

¢ id. vi.8,§1. fdd.vi.8,§4.  § Seep. 349. || 1 Chron. xi. 8. 

q Contrast with this Mr. Williams’s theory—“ the Tyropceon of Josephus is 
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built, or securely fortified, that had a ridge of rock projecting 
into the very heart of the city, of greater altitude than any por- 
tion of the city itself: and by thus filling in this hollow angle, 
we obtain a squareness of plan more compatible with the Psalm- 
ist’s description, “Jerusalem is builded as a city which is compact 
together.” (Ps. cxxii. 3.) 

One other circumstance may be mentioned relative to the 
western extension of the Second Wall. We read in II. Kings 
xviii. 26, 28, that when Rabshakeh besieged Jerusalem, and 
stood by the Upper Pool, his words were heard by the men of 
Israel on the walls of Jerusalem,—a circumstance which would 
be perfectly impossible had the line of Second Wall existed so 
much further eastward, in the position assigned by the advo- 
cates of the Sepulchre. 


V. 

The “Asamonean Valley” was merely a narrow embankment or causeway 
connecting the Acropolis of Antiochus with the Temple: and the hill, Acra, 
lowered by the Maccabees, was not the “ Lower City,”’ but the Acropolis of the 
Lower City. 

It is surprising that Dr. Robinson as well as Mr. Williams 
should have fallen into the error of supposing a long line of valley 
to have been filled up by the Asamonezan princes. The reader is 
aware that Dr. Robinson’s valley runs towards Antonia from 
the Damascus gate, and that Mr. Williams’s proceeds to the 
same point from my position of the Fish gate. Now it is 





the valley of Gihon.” (H. C. Suppl. p.114. See his plan, anée, p. 339.) The wall 
was built on the west side of this. On which side of this wall does he pretend 
the city to have been? If on the S.W., he proves Dr. Robinson’s position of 
Acra, which he has laboured so incessantly to disprove. If on the N.E., he 
places the city wall on the outside of a fosse, where the enemy would have the 
advantage of the high ground, while the inhabitants would be sunk in the hol- 
low of the fosse. But this wall was “ outside” the original wall: where then 
did the original wall run? and what would then become of his Acra? It is 
absurd to combat such a theory. 

Schultz acknowledges that the passage seems to intimate a wall to the west 
of the city, and confesses that the addition of the words “in the valley,” is a 
“ difficulty.” (Jerus., p. 86.) 
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manifest, that neither of these lines, taken in its integral and 
extended length, can be said to have ever divided Acta from 
Moriah, for it was in order to unite these hills, that the valley 
was said to have been filled in.* Mr. Williams objects to Dr: | 
Robinson’s position, inasmuch as it is now a hollow; and his 
own line may with equal reason be objected to as being an 
embankment. Another objection to each of these lines occurs 
in the fact that Mr. Williams acknowledges that both his own 
Acra and that of Dr. Robinson are “ higher than Moriah ; 
whereas Josephus says, that the height of Acra was reduced by 
the Asamoneans, so as to become lower than the temple.” +t 
But the most fatal objection, and one which amounts to an 
absurdity, consists in the difficulty, that in order to lower the 
hill, as specified by Josephus, all the houses of the lower city 
must first have been destroyed. 

The Jewish historian informs us, that “ Antiochus (Epi- 
phanes) built a citadel in the lower part of the city,” (in “a place 
to lie in wait against the sanctuary ;” 1 Mace. iv. 41;) “ for 
the place was high and overlooked the temple, on which 
account he fortified it with high walls and towers, and put into 
it a garrison of Macedonians. In that citadel dwelt the 
impious and wicked part of the multitude, from whom it proved 
that the citizens suffered many and sore calamities.”§ ‘“ The 
garrison in the citadel at Jerusalem, with the Jewish runagates, 
did a great deal of harm to the Jews; for the soldiers that were 
in that garrison rushed out upon the sudden, and destroyed 
such as were going up to the temple in order to offer their 

* Jos. Bell. v. 4, § 1. t H. C. ii. 53, 54. 

{ This difficulty has been felt by both writers. Dr. Robinson, in a note, 
. (i. 410,) says: ‘There is some doubt as to the correctness of this account. 
Josephus elsewhere connects this lowering of the hill Akra with the demolition of 
a fortress built upon it by Antiochus and the Syrians,” etc.; and Mr. Williams 
states: “But the object of the Asamonzans was to remove the annoyance of 
the fortress,” etc., which he identifies with Antonia: and yet neither writer 
thought of changing their position of the valley so as to suit the position which 
they assign to the fortress. According to Mr. Williams’s site of the fortress, 


his Asamonzan valley should have been between it and the Temple area. 
§ Jos. Ant. xii. 5, § 4. 
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sacrifices; for this citadel adjoined to, and overlooked the 
temple.”* “Simon took the citadel of Jerusalem by siege, and 
cast it down to the ground, that it might not be any more a 
place of refuge to their enemies when they took it, to do them 
a mischief, as it had been till now. And when he had done 
this, he thought it best, and most for their advantage, to level the 
very mountain itself upon which the citadel happened to stand, 
that so the temple might be higher than it..... This work cost 
three whole years.” With this agrees another passage, where 
it is added: “the intervening valley was’ filled up with earth, 
the Asamoneans having a mind to join the city to the temple.” 

Dr. Robinson clearly shows that this fortress could not have 
been Antonia,§ (as assumed by Williams, Fergusson, and many 
recent writers,) and he rightly places it at the south-eastern ex- 
tremity of the lower city: for it is evident, from the two former 
quotations from Josephus, that the Acra so lowered must have — 
been the fortress Acra,and not the Lower city. This fortress gave 
its name, by synecdoche, to the whole of the Lower city, a figure 
of speech frequently employed in the topography of Jerusalem.|| 

The natural inference, therefore, is that the Asamonzans, on 
destroying the fortress, and lowering the rock, raised an embank- 
ment or causeway across the valley, between this fortress and the 
Temple, in order to prevent its being again selected for a hostile 
purpose.J 

* 7d. xii. 9, §3. t Id. xiii. 6, § 7. $ Bell. v. 4, § 1. 

§ If Acra had been Antonia, it could not have given its name to the Lower 
City, from which it was separated by the Broad Valley: besides, the rock on 
which Acra stood was lowered so as to be of less height than the Temple area, 
whereas the rock on which Antonia is believed to have stood still rises above 
the modern Haram, as it was raised above the Temple area in the time of Titus. 

|| Thus Bezetha, Zion, the City of David, Gihon, all have a double applica- 
tion. The Bait-el-Mukaddas, or ‘the holy abode’, (Dome of the Rock) has 
given its name to the whole enclosure of the Haram, and even to the whole city. 

q Mr. Williams cannot object to this ‘‘ Asamonean valley” not being filled 
up, for this very mound across the Tyropeon he connects with what he trans- 
lates “‘ the filling up of the valley, or by the causeway, as it is called in Scrip- 


ture,” (H. C. p. 345,) endeavouring to identify it with the bridge or causeway 
between Zion and the Temple. : 
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VI. 


The “Second Wall” was not curved on plan, as hitherto wanes and Be- 
zetha occupied the entire northern side of the Temple. 

It has been a common mistake of the topographers of Je- 
rusalem, following Dr. Robinson® and Mr. Williams,t to under- 
stand by the words of Josephus, («x«dotpevor 15 rposdperiov «dua, ) 
that the Second Wall had a circular course :} and accordingly 
we find the plans of these writers making a merit of showing 
some unnecessary curve. But, that the expression signifies 
merely to encompass, to begirt, to surround, to enclose,— without 
reference to form, is evident from Josephus’s description of the 
Temple, which we know to have been square, and which he 
speaks of as encircled by walls, using the same word «xh 

Various have been the positions assigned to Bezetha. The 
specification of Josephus is too minute to allow of its being 
placed otherwise than northward of the Temple: but while 
Dr. Robinson gives it a north-west extension, Mr. Williams 
restricts it to the north-eastern part of the Temple, or to speak 
more accurately, northward of the eastern half of the Temple, 
while again Catherwood, Dr. Olin, and Schultz, make Acra ex- 
tend along the whole northern side of the Temple area, thus 
separating it from Bezetha, which they place beyond the line 
of modern wall. To say nothing of this last theory, which is 
_ contrary to every passage of Josephus, Dr. Robinson appears to 
have been led into error by a wrong inference from two pas- 
sages of Josephus: in one of which he states that Antonia lay 
to the north-west of the Temple, and in the other, that Bezetha 
was northward of Antonia; from whence Dr. Robinson deduces 
that Bezetha was to the north west of the Temple. Mr. 
Williams draws the western boundary of Bezetha in a line 





* “Which wall, Josephus describes as running in a circle,” &. (Bibl. 
Saer. i. 192.) 
+ The second wall had a “circular course.” (H. C. ii. 58.) 


¢ Lord Nugent supposed the curve to be concave. (Lands Classical and 
Sacred, 2nd edit. ii. 28.) 
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with the eastern side of Antonia, considering that Antonia 
must have been enclosed by the Second Wall, “for it was not 
until he had taken the Second Wall that Titus could bring his 
engines against the town itself.”* Now, independently of 
Mr. Williams’s argument being inconclusive, for Josephus 
states nothing of the kind, and the case is precisely analogous 
to that of the attack at the north-western extremity of ‘ the 
Upper City,’ where the Second Wall was taken by Titus in 
order to prevent his flank being exposed while besieging Hip- 
picus,—we are distinctly told by Josephus, that “ Bezetha lay 
over against the tower Antonia, but is divided from it by a 
deep valley, which was dug on purpose, in order to hinder the 
foundations of the tower of Antonia from joining to this hill, 
and thereby affording an opportunity for getting to it with ease, 
and hindering the security that arose from its superior eleva- 
tion, for which reason also that depth of the ditch made the 
elevation of the towers more remarkable.” ¢ 

Nor is the Professor’s line of boundary more defensible ; for. 
we have seen that the Fish gate was by the Tower of Hananeel, 
which we know to have been at the north-eastern corner of the 
city, and that it was 400 cubits east of the gate of Ephraim, 
from which point the line must have descended almost in a 
direct southerly direction to the north-west angle of the Temple ; 
and it is remarkable that this line is precisely identical with 
what Mr. Williams assumed to be that of the Asamonan valley, 
“the traces of which remain to this day clearly visible, in a 
ridge which slopes down,” etc.$ 


VIL. 
The supposed site of the “‘Holy Sepulchre” is disproved, in addition to other 
evidence,—by II. Chron. xxxiii. 14 ;—Jerem. xxxi. 39, 40 :—by the traditional 
Pool of Bathsheba ;—and by the position of the High Priest John’s Monument. 
The argument which relates to the high priest John’s 
monument, has already been adduced :§ it need only be added, 







































* H.C. ii. 51: compare Bell. v. 7, § 3. 
t Bell. v. 4, § 2; and 5, § 8. | See anée, p.352. § See ante, pp. 426-428. 
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that the fall of ground seems favourable to the positions selected 


both for the Second and the outer wall, and it would seem little 
else than extraordinary, had the city,—which is represented as 
encircled and protected on three sides with deep valleys, and 
which on its northern side had lofty cliffs extending from 
the gate Gennath to Antonia, the whole of which line was 
further strengthened by a second wall,—been left exposed pre- 
cisely at that spot where, by the less height of the cliffs, and the 
neighbouring heights of Gihon, it was most likely to be assaulted, 


and where accordingly, Herod had taken the precaution to build 


three of the. largest towers of all the circuit of the walls, and 
which spot was always selected for attack, even when the be- 
siegers had obtained possession of the ‘ Lower City.’ 

The argument afforded by the Pool of Bathsheba, I throw 
out for the consideration of those lovers of tradition who might 
be disposed to reject other evidence: and certainly no other 
pool can stand so good a chance of being the genuine pool of 
Bathsheba as the pool which lies so immediately at the foot of 
‘ David's castle.’ Here then, ‘according to this tradition, stood 
the house of Uriah the Hittite, and here accordingly the city 
must have been inclosed’ by an outer wall. 

The argument contained in. II. Chron. xxxiii. 14, has also 
been laid before the reader in determining the position of the 
Pools of Gihon and of Hezekiah,* and it has been more fully 
considered in. examining the line of the outer wall.t The 
statement of Holy Scripture, therefore, which declares that 
Hezekiah “ built a wall, without the City of David, on the 
west side of Gihon, in the valley” is inimical to the reputed 
site of the “ holy Sepulchre.” 

_ The next evidence is afforded by a prophecy of J ics: {— 
_ “ Behold, the day’s come, saith the Lord, that the city-shall be built to the 
Lord, from the tower of Hananeel unto the gate of the corner. And the mea- 


suring line shall yet go forth over against it upon the hill Gareb, and shall 
compass abouf to Goath.. And the whole valley of the dead bodies and of the 





* See ante, pp. 345-349, t See Prop. iv. { Jerem. xxxi. 38—40. 


¢ 
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ashes, and all the fields unto the brook Kidron, unto the corner of the Horse 
Gate, toward the east, shall be holy unto the Lord.’”’* 

This passage has been invariably considered by those com- 
mentators who have endeavoured to explain it, to be descrip- 
tive of the ‘ Prophetical Jerusalem,’ and one writer has actually 
laid down a prophetical square on his map of Jerusalem.f 
Starting from the Tower of Hananeel, at the north-eastern 
angle of the city, they place the corner gate at the north-west 
angle, beyond which point they are all unanimous in placing 
Gareb. Southward, but contiguous to this, they place Goatha ; 
and southward still they come to the valley of Hinnom, and 
from thence across to the brook Kidron and the Horse Gate. 

More than one objection, however, may be urged to this 
interpretation. In the first place, though several ‘corner- 
gates’ are recorded by Nehemiah, there is no mention of a 
corner gate at the north-western quarter of the city: then the 
position of Goatha, so immediately adjacent to Gareb, and in a 
line with the reputed site of the Holy Sepulchre, is too evidently 
determined from respect to the traditions connected with that 
spot: and lastly, after describing three sides of the prophetical 
square, it terminates at the south-east angle of the city, leaving 
the whole eastern side open to the assaults of objectors. 
Though the inteypretation which I am about to offer is very 
different, yet there is one circumstance which is equally con- 
clusive in whatever way these verses are explained, and that is, 
tuat the place of Goatha,—which all writers, even those who 
do not attempt to illustrate this passage, acknowledge to be 
identical with Golgotha,—cannot be attributed to the reputed 
site of the ‘Holy Sepulchre.’ For a glance at the plan is 
sufficient to show, that this site, whether or not at any time 
outside the city wall, is too immediately in the centre of the 
whole mass, to render it possible that it could ever have been 





* E. Henderson, Book of the Prophet Jerem. 8vo. Lond. 1851. ° 
t Wilde, Narrative of a Voyage, &c., 8vo. Dubl. 1840, pl 22; and see pp. 


26C-264. Villalpandus endeavours to prove the square form. (Apparatus, 
165 b. lib. iii. 8.) 
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referred to in this prophecy, which as evidently relates to the 
external boundaries of the city ; and therefore, as stated at the 
outset, the reputed site of the ‘ Holy Sepulchre’ is disproved 
by this passage of Jeremiah. 


VIII. 

The ‘Second Temple,’ or Herod’s Temple, was not, as is generally supposed, 
400 cubiis, or 500 accdrding to the Talmud, but 600 cubits every way, and it 
occupied, including Antonia, a perfect square. 

If there is one point which the Protestant pilgrim regards 
as more certain than another in the topography of Jerusa- 
lem, it is the site of the Temple of Solomon. After loath- 
ing the abominations with which every spot within the City 
has been defiled by the superstitions of corrupt churches, after 
sickening at the thought that they who have done all this are 
looked upon by the simple-minded Turk as the representa- 
tives and embodiment of the Christian religion, he issues by 
the Bab-es-Subat, feeling it a relief to be once more in the open 
air, and capable of worshipping God without the intervention 
of falsehood and materialism. He descends into the valley of 
the Kidron, he passes the enclosure of olive trees, the aged, 
twisted, gnarled, and molten stems of which remind him of 
Gethsemane, he climbs the zigzag path of Mount Olivet, 
thinking of Him, in whose very footsteps when on earth he 
now is following, and he. turns round, and “ beholds the 
city.”.... After glancing at the gate at which he issued, in 
order to identify his position, that gate, the Christian name of 
. which brings to his mind the delusions of the priesthood, after 
calling to memory the lying legends and the conflicting tradi- 
tions which have been thrust upon him within the city, his eye 
falls upon the platform of the Haram-es-Shereef, in the centre 
of which rises majestically the Bait-el-Mukaddas,* and he ex- 
claims, “ There, at least, is the site of the Temple of Solomon.” 
But even here he is doomed to be disappointed. -He finds on 
enquiry, that the Femple was but 600 feet square, and the 





* Vulgarly called the Mosque of Omar. 
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mountain on which it stood was scarcely sufficient to contain 
it; while the present platform measures about 900 feet® by | 
1,500, so that the portion of it which he might consider to lay 
claim to the greatest probability, might be without the 
boundary of the sacred site. This difficulty I now proceed to 
lay before the reader. 

The dimensions of the Temple are stated by Josephus to 
have been 400 cubits, by the Jewish Rabbies 500 cubits, 
which is the number also specified in the Prophecies of Eze- 
kiel.} Mr. Fergusson, as we have seen, argues for the 400 cubits 
of Josephus, which he insists upon regarding as the common 
cubit of 18 inches, thus giving 600 feet for each side. Dr. Robin- 
son, Mr. Williams, and all other writers, following the footsteps 
of Lightfoot, take the 500 cubits of the Rabbies, which they 
reduce into feet by the cubit of 21 inches,§ but even then the 
quantity which they obtain is so far short of the width of the 
present platform, that they are forced to explain the 500 cubits 
to be the measurement within the porticoes.|| Adding in these, 
which were thirty cubits each, they get an excess, to remedy 





* The measurements of the south wall are as follow :— 


Dr. Robinson’s (about) . : - 955 
Mr. Catherwood’s (from notes) . . 932 
Messrs. Wolcott and Tipping’s . - 915 
Rev. E. Smith's. . . . . 9065 
Ordnance Survey . ‘ ’ - 877 
+t Middoth, cap. ii. sec. 1. ¢ Ezek. xlii. 16, 17. 


§ Psalmanazar states, that the cubit of 22 inches, or more, was sometimes 
used. (iv. 195, note d.) But Lightfoot shows it is expressly stated in the Tal- 
mud, that “the cubit by which the temple buildings were measured was six 
handbreadths”. (Kelim, c. 17.) This is equivalent to 18 inches only. (Prospect 
of the Temple, c. 1.) 

|| Notwithstanding this lame explanation, Mr. Williams succeeds in showing 
“a difference of only 10 feet! I ask, if it be not a most gratifying result, that 
the comparison thus instituted shows so close an agreement. ...I confess it 
surpasses my most sanguine expectations; and I think that such a result should 
dispose us to attach some weight to the other observations [of Josephus] on 
the same subject.” | H. C. p. $25.} And this he says, after having rejected the 
400 cubits of Josephus, and accepted in preference the 500 of the Rabbies. 
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which they calculate the porticoes by the smaller cubit. Making 
a square of this dimension, Dr. Robinson places it on the South 
of the platform, and gives the excess on the North to the Tower 
of Antonia: * while Mr. Williams places it on the North, and 
gives the excess to the Church of the Virgin Mary, built by 
Justinian.t 

It has been odncbided by all writers, that the 400 cubits 
recorded by Josephus have reference to the ‘Second,’ or 
‘Herod’s Temple.’ Mr. Fergusson states, “ There is perhaps 
no single assertion in the whole works of Josephus in which 
he is so perfectly consistent and undeviating as this.” Now, 
not only is.this incapable of proof, but the probability is, 
that the dimension of “one stadium,” or “ 400 cubits,” has 
reference to Solomon’s Temple, and not to that of Herod. 
Mr. Fergusson adduces five passages in support of his asser- 
tion. Whether the first (Ant. xv. 11, § 3) refers to the 
Temple of Solomon, or to that of Herod, is uncertain; but 
the fourth (Ant. xx. 9, § 7) most assuredly relates to Solo- 
mon’s Temple,{ and if so, then all subsequent deductions are 
necessarily erroneous, and the cea of Josephus’s measure- 
ments is fully vindicated.§ 

The Temple of Solomon, then, Siete 400 cubits on each 
side: but so far from Herod having rebuilt the whole of the 
Temple, we find that 18,000 workmen (according to Josephus) 
continued to be employed for about sixty-five years; (working, 
it seems, at uncertain periods ;) for it was not till the time of 


* Bib. Res. i. 430, 481. + H. CG. p. 324, 325: 381, 332. 

¢ Of the other examples cited by Mr. Fergusson, the second [ Bell. v. 5, § 2] 
asserts nothing of the kind, as will be presently seen; the third [Ané. xv. 
11, § 9] requires consideration; and the fifth [ Ant. viii. 3, § 9] is descriptive of 
the height of the walls of Solomon’s temple, not the length of the walls of 
Herod’s temple. 

§ Mr. Fergusson’s theory of the ‘Holy Sepulchre’ being the true one, de- 
pends upon Herod’s Temple being only 600 feet square ; for unless this can be 
proved to be the case, the Dome of the Boek could. not, by any possibility, have 
been outside of the Temple enclosure. & 





mt, 
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Agrippa that the Temple was finished.* When this, at length, 
happened, they tried to persuade him to pull down and rebuild 
the Eastern portico. “This portico belonged to the outer 
court: it was situated in a deep valley, and had walls which 
extended in length 400 cubits, and which were built of square 
and very white stones, the length of each of which stones was 
20 cubits, and their height 6 cubits. This was the work of 
King Solomon, who first of all built the entire Temple.”+ 

Here we have a clear and distinct statement, that one of the 
porticoes of Solomon’s Temple (and the building was a square, 
and therefore the other sides must also have) measured 400 
cubits in extent. But Mr. Fergusson may contend that this 
Eastern portico, like the others, was built by Herod, but that it 
was called ‘Solomon’s Portico,’ from occupying the position of 
the original portico built by that King; but this is disproved 
by the assertion of Josephus, that it was the work of King Solo- 
mon, and by the absurdity of supposing that Agrippa was re- 
quested to pull down the portico, had it been erected so recently 
as by Herod. 

With this as a starting point, I proceed to draw out the plan 
of the Temple of Solomon as a square of 400 cubits. This 
area of the Temple was gradually enlarged, by taking in more 
ground. ‘“ When King Solomon had built a wall for it on its 
Eastern side, there was then added one portico founded on a 
bank cast up for it, and on the other parts the house stood 
naked. But in future ages, the people added new embank- 
ments, and the hill became a larger plain. They then broke 
down the wall on the North side, and took in as much as 
sufficed afterward for the compass of the entire Temple. And 





* Compare S. John, ii. 20. ; 

+ Ant. xx. 9, § 7. Josephus goes on to say, “But King Agrippa, who had 
the care of the temple committed to him by Claudius Cesar, considering that 
it is easy to demolish any building, but hard to build it up again, and that it 
was particularly difficult to do it to this portico, which would require a con-. 
siderable time, and great sums of money, denied the petitioners their request.” 
; VOL. II. GG 
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when they had built walls on three sides of the Temple round 
about,” &c.* Subsequently to this we are told that ‘ Herod, 
in the eighteenth year of his reign, undertook a very great 
work, that is, to build the Temple of God, and to make tt larger. 
in compass, and to raise it to a most magnificent altitude.” + 
“ Accordingly,t Herod rebuilt the Temple, and encompassed a 
piece of land about it with a wall, which land was twice as large 
as that before inclosed.” § : 

This relation of the enlargement of the area, making it twice 
as large as it was before, has been unnoticed by all writers: 
but there is one other circumstance connected with the area, 
which has not been sufficiently considered. Josephus has been 
quoted, and requoted, as stating that “the Temple measured 
four stadia in circuit, but with the addition of Antonia, it 
measured six stadia.” Now these statements of Josephus, 
instead of being mentioned together, refer to two different 
buildings: the Temple of Solomon was one stadium square, or 
four stadia in circuit; (Ant. xv. 11, § 3;) and the Temple of 
Herod, including Antonia, was six stadia in circumference: 
(Bell. v. 5, § 2.) One other particular recorded by Josephus 
was the ancient prophecy,—that “ The City and the Holy House 
should be taken, when once the Temple should become four-square.” 
On which Josephus remarks, that “the Jews, by demolishing 
the tower of Antonia, had made their Temple four-square.” 
(Bell. vi. 5, § 4.) | 

From these various particulars we perceive that the Temple 
of Solomon was four stadia in circumference; and that the 
Temple of Herod, including the Tower of Antonia, was a 
perfect square of six stadia in circuit, and that it was double in 
area to the size of Solomon’s Temple.|| 





* Bell. v. 5,§ 1. The latter part of this might refer to the time of Herod. 

¢ Ant. xv. 11, § 1. 

} Josephus adds, “in his sixteenth year,” which was probably when he com- 
menced the foundations. § Bell. i. xxi. § 1. 

|| Dr. Robinson endeavours to embrace these conditions by making Antonia 
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Three remarkable circumstances result from this arrange- 
mefit: one is, that a square of one-and-a-half stadium, or six 
stadia in circumference, exceeds only by one-eighth part, the 
double of a square of one stadium, or four stadia in circumfer- 
ence; that it is impossible to make these two assertions of 
Josephus agree more nearly; and that this eighth part, cor- 
responding to an area of 300 by 300 feet,t might be occupied 
by Antonia, were the area of the Temple required to be exactly 
double :—the second, that on the destruction of this tower, 
occupying the internal angle of the area on the N.W., the 
Temple area became ‘ four-square ;’—and the third is, that such 
square of one and a-half stadium, or 600 cubits, or 900 feet, 
exactly amounts to the width of the present Haram-es-Shereef, 





and the temple two equal squares of 900 to 1000 feet, and supposing that when 
Antonia was destroyed, then the temple square was left alone. Mr. Williams 
rejects this “ingenious” explanation, though he himself cannot comprehend the 
solution of this ‘‘ most perplexing observation,” which is to him “ wholly unin- 
telligible on every hypothesis.” H. C. ii. 347, 403, 410. 

} I have only allowed a space of 150 by 300 feet on my plat, though the 
area might be doubled if considered necessary, by placing Solomon’s temple in 
the S.E. angle of Herod’s platform. The extravagant dimensions assigned to 
this fortress on other plans, is owing partly to their authors endeavouring to 
make out the circuit of six stadia; and partly from the grandiloquent description 
of Josephus. ‘It was built upon a rock 50 cubits in height, and was on every 
side precipitous. . . . The inner space rose to an altitude of 40 cubits. The in- 
terior resembled a palace in extent and arrangement, being distributed into 
apartments of every description, and for every use, with cloistered courts and 
baths, and spacious barracks for the accommodation of troops; so that its va- 
rious conveniences gave it the semblance of a town, its magnificence that of a 
palace. The general appearance of the whole was that of a tower, with other 
towers at each of the four corners, three of which were 50 cubits high, while 
that at the 8. E. angle rose to an elevation of 70, cubits, so that from thence 
there was a complete view of the temple.” (Bell. v. 5,§ 8.] But if this de- 
scription is thought to require a greater extension of area, let the reader refer 
to the description of the towers of Hippicus, Phasaélus and Mariamne, measur- 
ing only from 80 to 60 feet square, and note the extraordinary accommodation 
which Josephus ascribes to them. (Jb. v. 4, § 3, 4.) 

Ga2 














442 ON THE TRUE SITE OF CALVARY. 


the dimension of which has for so long a time been a “ diffi- 
culty ” with the topographers of the ‘ Holy City.’ 

But it was only the total area of the Temple which was 
doubled by Herod; the Temple itself remained of the same 
size as formerly.* This appears from two circumstances ; first, 
the Basilican Stoa on the South side, is said to have been but 
one stadium in length ;+ and, secondly, the Eastern, or Solomon’s 
Portico, which was never pulled down by Herod,f but which 
formed part of his Temple, was also one stadium in length ; 
which would not have fitted the new work, had the new 
porticoes been increased by Herod in extent. This is yet more 
clearly shown by Josephus, who states, “ Herod rebuilt the 
Temple, and encompassed a piece of land about t¢ with a wall, 
which land was twice as large as that before inclosed.”§ 
The enlargement by Herod was therefore an enlargement of 
the outer courts, or what appears to have been sometimes called 
the ‘ Mountain of the House.’ The Talmud, which gives us 
the dimension of 500 cubits, also states, that “the Mount was 
far larger than 500 cubits square, but only so much was taken 
in for the holy ground.”|| This agrees with Ezekiel, xlii. 20, 
“Tt had a wall round about, five hundred (cubits) long, and 
five hundred broad, to make a separation between the Sanctuary 
and the profane place ;” which space round about is described in 
xly. 2, as fifty cubits wide, the four corners of which appear to 
have been set apart for ‘ boiling-houses:’ (xlvi. 23.) and it was 
possibly in these angles that John erected his towers: (Bell. iv. 
9, § 12:) and we should remember that it is said of the Temple 
‘built by Zerubbabel, from which, as we have seen, that of 
Herod differed very little, that ‘the children of the captivity 
made the building according to the form that they saw in the 
building of Ezekiel, in divers things:” (Midr. 2, 3;)] and the 





* Dr. Lightfoot, in referring to the Talmud, states that the former temple 
differed but little from that of Herod. (Prospect of the Temple, x.) 
_ t Ant. xv. 11, § 5. } Ant. xx. 9, § 7. § Bell. i. 21 § 1. 
|| Maim. in Beth Habbechir, 5; quoted by Dr. Lightfoot, Prospect, &c. i. 
q Lightfoot, Prospect, &. x. 
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open space without the Temple seems alluded to, likewise, in 
Rev. xi. 2. 

I have supposed that Herod’s enlargement of the area ex- 
tended on three sides of the temple, but should Mr. Fergusson 
insist on Solomon’s Temple occupying the south-western angle 
of the present platform, the accompanying diagram will show 
that my theory is by no means injured by such arrangement. 


















































Having thus found the form and dimensions of the temple 
to be coincident with the width of the platform of the present 
Haram, our next difficulty, and perhaps an insuperable diffi- 
culty, occurs in the uncertainty of its position in the length of 
the platform. A choice is offered in the two equally “ inge- 
nious” theories of Dr. Robinson and Mr. Williams, but Mr. 
Williams has shown that Antonia, as suggested by Dr. Robin- 
son, could not have occupied the whole northern side of the 
Temple; while his own theory of the substructions on the south 
of the. Temple area being those of Justinian’s church of the 
Virgin Mary, particularly described by Procopius, is so plausi- 
ble, that I might willingly have acquiesced in his opinion, were - 
we to have agreed on other subjects. We are informed that, 
“at first, the plain at the top was hardly sufficient for the holy 
house, ... but.in future ages the people added new banks, and 
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the hill became a larger plain. They then broke down the 
wall on the north side, and took in as much as sufficed after- 
ward for the compass of the entire temple;” (Bell. v. 5, § 1;) 
“and on the south side rocks were laid together, and bound 
one to another with lead.” (Ant. xv. 11, § 3.) The excuse which 
Herod made for pulling down Zerubbabel’s temple and rebuild- 
ing it was, that it did not equal the altitude of Solomon’s 
temple by sixty cubits ;* it would seem, therefore, that Zerub- 
babel’s temple was built upon the natural soil, but that Herod, 
in raising his temple had to do so by means of lofty substruc- 
tions. This we find confirmed by the Talmud. The temple was 
built over “ arches upon arches;” (Beth Habbechirah, 5;)+ and it 
seems probable that these substructions are referred to when, 
in the account of John’s attack upon the temple, the zealots 
leaped down from their battlemerts, “and fled away into the 
subterranean vaults of the temple.” } (Beil. v. 3, § 1.) 





* Ant. xv. 11 §1. 

¢ Lightfoot Prospect, etc., 1. “‘ And the whole platform stood upon arches 
and pillars.” (Chorog. Cent. xxvii.) 

} Michaelis believes that these vaults served as magazines for the temple, and 
that here were stored up the wine; oil, corn, etc. which was annually collected 
as tithes and first-fruits. ‘Provision would also be made for warming the 
pavement of the temple, on which the priests had to walk with naked feet. 
That large vaults, used for a variety of purposes, existed under the temple, 
appears from Ezek. viii. 7-12: and it is probable that the immense annual poll- 
tax of silver and gold would be secured here in secret chambers, known only 
to a few of the chief priests. The treasury burnt during the siege, (Bell. vi. 5, 
§ 2,) was above ground, and not the real one; and as Titus found no treasure, 
and as all the chief priests were killed during the siege, it is possible that vast 
treasure yet remains concealed beneath the temple site.” (Zerstreute Kleine 
Schriften, pp. 486-452.) ‘It is probable that Jerusalem will one day be ex- 
plored and discoveries made, which will be of consequence, not only to the 
antiquary and the historian, but to the knowledge of the religious ceremonies 
- connected with the Jewish temple; and future generations will perhaps dis- 
cover vaults, not only for warming the pavement of the temple, for preserving 
water, and for other purposes, but even for magazines and treasuries, in which 
during many centuries the temple-tax was deposited. It is even not impro- 
bable that inscriptions on wood or stone, perhaps copies of the Law, the Psalms 
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We have seen that the fortress Antonia was situated ‘in the 
north-western angle of the temple-area,* and that it was wholly 
within the area. It was originally called Baris,t and was built 
by the Maccabeean princes. It had flights of stairs leading 
down to the northern and western porticoes, and was divided 
from Bezetha by a “deep artificial valley.”{ This trench or 
valley has been thought to have been the pool of Bethesda, but 
its want of length must be fatal to the argument,§ for it stops 
‘at the ‘Governor’s house,’ which occupies a position outside of 
the present platform,|| and which is thought to correspond 
with the site of Antonia. Thus then, the trench exists north 
of the supposed temple-area, where, though it probably did 
exist, it is not described; and it does not exist northward of the 
presumed Antonia, where it is described. 

But, while this objection occurs relative to the position of the 
artificial trench as held by these writers, an equal difficulty 
exists as to substituting a site in any other direction. And 
here it must be confessed lies the great difficulty of the ques- 





and the Prophets, preserved carefully in these vaults, may be found uninjured.” 
(Minter, Antig. Abhandl. 87-90.) 

* Bell. v. 5, § 8; i. 21, § 1. 

¢ Bell. i. 8, § 3; Ant. xv. 11,§4. It is by many writers identified with 
Nehem. ii. 8. “The castle belonging to the temple,” or “the castle of the 
house.” ‘ $ Bell. v. 4, § 2; i. 7, § 3. 

§ The trench is described by Strabo as being 250 feet wide, and 70 feet in . 
depth. (p. 768, lib. xvi.) The pool is 360 (with niches 460) long, 103 wide, 
and 75 deep. 

"|| While the external position of the governor’s house is opposed to its 
occupying the site of Antonia, the raised platform of rock on which it stands is 
fatal to the theory of writers, who, with the exception of Dr. Robinson, all 
assume it to have been identical with Acra,—an evident absurdity; for Jose- 
phus says that the rock of Acra was reduced, so as to be lower than the temple 
mount. The rock rises 25 to 80 feet above the level of the Haram. (Krafft, 
Topog. Jerus., p. 12.) ; : 

q ‘‘From the evidence produced by Mr. Wilde, the ‘ pool of Bethesda’ cannot 
have been the fosse of the Temple.” (K. von Raumer, Bibi. Geog., art. Palas- 
tina, § 6.) 
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tion. ~ Unless it can be shown that the trench was outside of 
the present platform, we must conclude that it lay across the 
Haram, though the hypothesis be incapable of proof while the 
Haram is in its present occupation. Nor is the supposition so 
improbable as it might at first appear. At the end of 913 feet 
from the S.E. angle, we find a break in the eastern wall,* and 
others occur beyond this point, though the 900 feet are in a 
straight line. And not only do the theories of Mr. Fer- 
gusson, who restricts the temple-area to 600 feet, but those of 
Dr. Schultz, Herr Krafft, and others, who believe Antonia to 
be identical with Acra, require a trench in this direction.f 
My attention not having been directed to the point when at 
Jerusalem, I feel myself fortunate in procuring evidence 
from one of my opposers—the Prussian Consul at Jerusalem, 
who thinks he “can perhaps even now detect the traces of the 
artificial filling in of the valley which formerly separated Acra 
from the Temple-mount, running across the parallelogram of the 
present Haram, and which indeed is indicated by the character 
of the soil towards the eastern side of the area.”} Kraift also sup- 





* H. C,, ii. 358, $14, and 355. 

+ Mr. Williams gets out of this dilemma by the more awkward position of 
the Asamonzan valley in another direction. 

} “So muss das Thal, welches ehedem Akra vom Tempelberge trennte, 
mitten durch das parallelogramm gegangen sein, welches auf dem Platz den 
‘Umfang des heutigen Har&myangiebt; und in der That ist auf der Ostseite 
desselben an der betreffenden Stelle der Boden von solcher Beschaffenheit, 
das sich wielleicht noch jetzt die Spuren der Kinstlichen Ausfillung erkennen 
lassen. (Schultz, Jerus., p. 55.) This would be rendered impossible, if we 
believe a statement in the Walks about Jerusalem, (pp. 156, 157,) to the effect 
that “‘ The Serraiyah or government house . . . . rests upon a precipice of rock 
which formerly swept down abruptly, and has obviously been cut away to form 
the level below, which also bears marks of having been scarped. The natural 
- foundation of rock extends beyond the great mosque seen in the centre, and 
then the hill-slopes away.” Mr. Bartlett, however, has not been within the 
area, and the statement rests upon an observation by Mr. Catherwood, that the 
“‘ site occupied by the temple was originally calied Mount Moriah, and declined 
steeply from the N.W. towards the S.E.; and in order to render it applicable 
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poses a valley to have run across the platform of the Harém.* 
Iam therefore inclined to believe, that a trench formerly existed 
across the line of the present Haram, and that this ditch, at the 
time of Pompey’s siege, was “ filled up, though but rudely, by 
reason of its immense depth,”’+ and that it has been subse- 
quently more completely filled in. Aud I am the more inclined | 
to this opinion, because we nowhere read of a wet fosse in the 
account of the siege, and because the cement lining is an evi- 
dent indicationt of the ‘ Pool of Bethesda’ having formed an 
ancient pool or reservoir§ within the city Bezetha: Indeed, 
according to some traditions, it is called a “ pool of Hezeki 
Till the area of the Har4m, therefore, has been carefully ex- 
amined, I am disposed to concur with Robinson, Krafft, and 
Fergusson, in considering that the Temple —_ the southern 
portion of the present enclosure. 

In disputing the position of Antonia as the rock on which 
now exists the Serraiyah, it is requisite to find another rock 


rising above the general level of the area, for in all accounts 
of this fortress we find such an elevation to be expressed. This 
requirement is afforded us in the venerated Sakhrah with the 





for the building of a magnificent temple, it was necessary té cut away a con- 
siderable portion of the rock at the N.W., and raise the ground at the S.E. 
angle, Both of these works still exist, and in perfect preservation.” (Walks 
about Jerus., p. 175.) Mr. Catherwood, it is very evident, is here quoting 
Josephus, rather than giving us his own topographical opinion: and so far from 
the rock being apparent, “ the outer court of the Haram Schereef is a fine smooth 
level space all round the stoa Sakhara, falling with a gentle slope towards the 
east, and covered with a thick sward of grass, with orange, olive, cypress, and 
other trees.” (Robert Richardson, M.D., Travels along the Mediterranean, ii. 
292.) Mr. Bonomi describes it as an ‘expanse of verdure sprinkled with 
trees.” (Ed. Hogg, M.D., Vistt to Alexandria, etc., ii. 270.) 

* See his plan, and p. 79 Topog. Jerusalem's. 

t Jos. Ant. xiv. 4,§ 2. The filling in is more completely described in Bell. 
i. 7, § 3, together with the difficulty of so doing, and the amazing labour 
“a 

' } See also Lord Nugent, Lands Class. and Sac., pp. 46, 47. 

§ Bib. Res. i. 484; H. C. ii. $26. 
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platform of rock on which it stands.* Thus we read of the 
Roman forces.under Sabinus /eaping out into the temple area to 
quell the tumult of the Jews; andt of Julian the centurion 
leaping out from the tower of Antonia, in order to inspire 
courage into the minds of the Romans:} and on Titus’s pre- 
paration to storm the Temple, we are told he proposed to go 
down to the Temple area at the head of his forces.§ So again, 
in the New Testament, we read of the chief captain and centu- 
rions who ran down unto the people in the outer court of the 
Temple; and of Paul’s addressing the people from the stairs; 
and of Paul's being brought down again on the morrow, when, 
by reason of the great disturbance, the chief captain com- 
manded the soldiers to go down to his rescue.|| This ascent 
from the outside of 50 cubits, and descent within towards 
the Temple area, must have caused a serious obstruction 
to the advance of a large body of Romans,Q though it 
afforded those within it a safe refuge from the attacks of the 
Jews; and thus we see the reason why the Romans had not 
force sufficient to advance; nor the Jews power enough to 
compel them to retreat. But though the lower story of Antonia 
was raised above the level of the temple-area, with which it 
communicated by flights of steps descending from the tower,** 
it might have been on a level, or nearly so, with the galleries 
of the porticoes, and thus have afforded a ready access to the 
whole area. To cut off this connection, the Jews set fire to the 





* The platform of: the Sakhrah is 12 feet above the level of the Hardm, and 
the Sakhrah rises to an additional height of 17 feet. (Krafft, Topog. Jerusalem’s, 
8. 69.) 

+ Bell. ii. 3, § 2. $ Jd. vi. 1, § 8. § Id. vi. 2, § 5. 

|| Acts xxi. 32, 35, 40; xxii. 30; xxiii, 10, 20. 

q It is said to rise 20 feet above the platform. H. C. i. 174; ii. 824. 

_ *® Bell. v. 5, § 8. This circumstance may explain how Antonia was still 
occupied by Titus even after the fortress had been razed, as an elevated plat- 
form of rock from which he could conveniently superintend the action of his 
troops. (Jos. Beil. vi. 2, § 1, 7; vi. 4, § 4, 5.) 
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porticoes,* and destroyed 35 cubits in length; and then con- 
cealing combustible materials between the timbers they feigned 
a retreat, and induced the Romans first to descend from 
Antonia to the temple area,—the communication of the 
porticoes being now cut off,—and then to scale the galleries of 
the porticoes by means of ladders; but being enveloped in 
flame, they leaped down into the city, (the Tyropceon,) and on 
to the pavement, and were dashed to pieces.f These porticoes 
were works to be admired both on account of their magnitude 
and costliness ;{ they were vast works of the highest value and 
esteem, adorned with deep sculptures in cedar-wood,§ curiously 
wrought with many sorts of figures,|| and enriched with gold 
laid on with wax.q| In the Temple described by Ezekiel, the 
porticoes are described as consisting of three stages or galle- 
ries.** 

In order to remedy the impediment just narrated, Titus gave 
orders to destroy the fortress and to demolish its foundations, 
so that a ready passage might be afforded for his army.tt Thus 
was fulfilled the prophecy of the four-square planof the enclosure. 
Battering-rams were then brought to play against the walls of 
the inner courts, which were 40 cubits in height on the outside, 
and 25 within. These were surmounted by porticoes as in the 
outer court, but not so large:}{ thus these porticoes were a 
strong defence,§§ and the whole Temple was built in the nature 
of a citadel, the several courts rising one above the other, and 
the Temple itself being elevated 100 cubits.|||| 

. The wall of the second court was of such strength that the 
battering rams battered the wall for six days incessantly with- 





* Bell. vi. 2,§ 9. The Jews defended themselves effectually against Florus, 
by the same means, Bell. ii, 15, § 5, 6; ii. 16, § 5. 
t Bell. vi. 8, § 1. t ii. 3, § 3. § Ant. xv. 11, § 5. 
_ | Bell. v. 5, § 2, see II. Chron. ix. 11. q Ané. xvii. 10, § 2. 
** Ezek. xli. 16; xiii. 3. tt Bell. vi. 2, § 1, 7. tt vi. 5, § 2. 
§§ Tacitus, Hist. v. 12; Joseph Bell, iv. 9, § 12. Wl) Beis. v. 5, § 5. 
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out producing the slightest effect.* The gates of the inner 
court are said to have been 30 cubits in height, and plated with 
gold and silver: the East Gate was.of Corinthian brass, and 40 
cubits in height, and required twenty men to close it.f This 
inner court was adorned with porticoes, but the columns were 
of less height. 


IX. 


Golgotha was situate in the Valley of Hinnom; and the Tomb of Joseph of 
Arimathea was among the neighbouring rocks. 


This proposition I attempt to show by the prophecy of 
Jeremiah, already referred to. The passage, as given in the 
more literal translation of Dr. Henderson stands thus :$— 

‘*¢ Behold, the days come, saith Jehovah, 
That the city shall be built for Jehovah, 
From the Tower of Hananeel to the Corner Gate. 
And there shall yet go forth the measuring line, 
Right along over the hill Gareb, 
And it shall wind round to Goatha. 
And all the valley of the dead bodies and the ashes, 
And all the fields, —to ‘the brook Kidron, 


To the corner of the Horse Gate, towards the sun-rise, 
Shall be holy to Jehovah.’’§ 


That the passage is descriptive of the restoration of Israel 
must readily be admitted from an examination of the context, 
and it is probable even that the square form exhibited by 
the prophet Ezekiel is here pre-figured. The chief difficulty in 
the interpretation occurs in the position of the hill Gareb, and 
secondarily in the completion of the square. 

I might content myself with referring to former writers for 





* Bell. vi. 4, § 1. ¢ vi. 5, § 8. 

$ The word “ Goath” has been changed to Goatha, in conformity with the 
translations of Calmet, Lightfoot, Dr. Blayney, and other euthorities : and a 
dash has been inserted after the word “fields.” 


§ Rev. E. Henderson, D.Ph., Book of the Prophet Jerem. 8vo. Lond., 1851. 
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the position of Gareb, as the position which they advocate* 
coincides with that required by my own hypothesis ; but I fear 
that such position has been selected without authority,—for 
none is referred to,—and that it has been fixed upon solely 
with the view of making Goathat work in with the vicinity of 
the presumed Golgotha. Gareb signifies a leper, and it therefore 
indicates the hill where the lepers had their habitation ; who 
were compelled by the Mosaic law to reside outside the city, and 
to live together as a separate community.} The only confirma- 
tion that I can find of this hill being to the North-west of the 





* Adrichomius places Gareb to the north of the city. ( Theatrum Terr. Sanct., 
108, b.) Villalpandus assigns it to the north-west. (Appar. Urb. ac Templé 
Hieros., p. 19 a, lib. i. 6: and plan, pp. 71, 72.) Psalmanazar makes the 
‘Corner Gate’ identical with the ‘Old Gate,’ which he supposed was towards 
the north-west of the city,‘‘ where stood the hills Gareb and Goath.” (Append. 
to Hist. of Jews in Univ. Hist. iv. 237.) Vitringa agrees in a N.W. location: — 
‘‘Flexus a septentrione ad occiduum est apud Garef.” (Comm. in Iesaiam, 
parsii. p.194n. a.) Dahler, to the same effect, ‘La coline de Gareb doit 
avoir été situé hors des murs de la ville, peut-étre 4 l’extremité du cdté septen- 
trional, vers ’ouest.” (Jérémie, sect. xlv. p. 288.) Bachiene, (Hist. und Geog. 
Beschr. von Palastina, ii. § 136, ss. 307, 308,) the Jesuit Besson, (Za Syrie 
Sainte, ii. 66,) and of recent writers, Wilde, (Narrative of a Voy. p. 262,) 
Krafft, (Jerus. p. 158,) and Bannister, (Survey of the Holy Land,) place it on 
the north-west. Jerome and Lyranus interpret the whole passage in a mystical 
manner. (Hieron. Comm. in Esaiam, lib. v. Nicolaus de Lyra, Postilla.) 
The latter author says of Gareb, “id est montem Calvariz, ubi Christus fuit 
passus.” Michaelis assigns it to the north of the city.. (Obs. phil. et crit. in 
Jerem. p. 255.) The Capuchin commentators on Les Prophéties de Jérémie, 
(Par. 1780,) state, ‘ cette coline étoit vers l’occident;” and Fergusson makes 
it a portion of Bezetha, without specifying the particular position. (Jerusalem, 
p- 68.) The last-mentioned writer cannot be accused of placing it here out of 
respect to the accepted site of Golgotha; Lightfoot, alone, places it on the south 
side of the valley of Hinnom. (<Animad. in Tab. Chorog. Hieros. x. 403.) 

+ Venema is the only commentator who assigns to Goatha a different locality: 
he places it to the south of Zion, ‘usque ad collem Gareb, et Goatham yeque 
circuibit.’ ‘Per latus totum occidentale, duobus collibus definitum, altero 
versus septentrionem, altero versus meridionem.” (Hermani Venema, Comm. 
ad lib. Jerem., xxxi. 39.) 


} Lightfoot: Krafft, Jerusalem, p. 158. Lev. xiii. 46; Numb. v. 8, 
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tity, occurs in the fact that on the occasion of the leprosy 
being departed, the leper had to shew himself to the priests in 
a chamber of the Temple towards the North-west.* On the 
other hand, Dr. Lightfoot’s position, on the South of the Valley 
of Hinnom, is supported by the circumstance that the ‘ Lepers’ 
huts’ in the modern ‘city, are on the South of Mount Zion, 
though he does not ground his opinion on that circumstance.t 
But the most satisfactory argument for a North-westerly 
position is that afforded by the prophecy itself; and assuming 
it as a fact, I will now proceed to explain the passage. The 
Prophet gives us four dimensions—two from North to South, and 
two from West to East. He first gives us the extent of the 
city on the Eastern side measured from North to South; then 
that of the West side, measured in like manner: after which 
he gives us the Northern side, measured from West to East ; 
and then the South side in like manner. He begins at the 
Tower of Hananeel,t from which he describes the first extension 
of the city, which is to the ‘Corner Gate.’ This can be no 
other than the South point of Ophel, which is in an imme- 
diately opposite direction to the starting-point, and which spot 
we know, from Nehemiah, to have been occupied by a ‘ corner 
gate.’ Then starting from Gareb, we naturally find Goatha on 
the South-west of the city. The Prophet next describes the 
Valley of Hinnom, “ the valley of dead bodies and (the valley) 
of ashes,” in this same South-western quarter, after which he 
returns to the North-east, and describes the “ fields,” for this is 
the only portion of the suburbs where fields can be found ;— 





* Lightfoot, Temple Service, xvii. 4. 
+ It is possible that the ‘Sepulchre’ advocates may seize this argument, in 
order to prove Golgotha to be on the north: but not only is this position at va- 
-Yiance with the construction of the latter part of the prophecy, but Goatha 
could not, by any possibility, be assigned to so central a position as that of the 
‘Sepulchre.’ 
} Turris angulus Hananeel. (Drusius Vet. Int. Gr. Frag. quoting Theo- 
doretus. ) 
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from thence he crosses over to the brook Kidron, at the North- 
east of the city; and then gives us the remaining dimension 
(from the ‘ Valley of dead bodies’ which he had previously men- 
tioned ) to the “ corner of the Horse Gate at the sun-rise.” The 
Horse Gate is mentioned instead of the Prison Gate, in con- 
sequence of its being the most Easterly point of the city. 

The word Goath, or Goatha, is considered by Psalmanazar* 
to be identical with the Golgotha of the New Testament. This 
identification has been accepted by modern writers, as indeed 
it was asserted by earlier authors, who all unite in considering 
that Goatha is the spot upon which took place the crucifixion 
of our Lord.t 

Golgotha is supposed to have been the place of public exe- 
cution.{ It being specified that a garden existed in its vicinity, 
has been considered a confirmation of its being near to the 
gate Gennath, which signifies a garden: but this gate adjoined 
the palace of Herod, which we are informed by Josephus con- 
tained “ porticoes, and groves of trees with long walks through 





* Univ. Hist. vol: iv. p. 237: Dissert. on the Temple, x\viii. 10. The Latin 
word Calvaria also signifies a skull. 

+ “Mons Calvarie, Hebraice, Golgotha alias Goatha dictus.” (Adricho- 
mius, Theatrum Terr. Sanct.175 a.) ‘*Goatha verd esse Calvarie locum, ubi 
est sanctissimum Domini sepulchrum, est plurium sententia.” (Quaresmius, 
Elucid. Terr. Sanct. ii. 515, b. Lib. v. Per. ii. cap. 14. ‘Iste videtur ille 
locus quem Isaia (xix.) dicit Golgotha.” (Nic. de Lyra, Postilla.) Villalpan- 
dus, Apparat. urb. ac Templ. Hieros. 19. a; and 33 a, lib. i. 6 and 8. Vi- | 
tringa, Comm. in Isaiam, Pars ii. p. 194, n. a. B. Lamy, Apparatus. Geog. 
xiii. 3, p. $21. Psalmanazar, Mod. Univ. Hist. iv. 282. Blayney in Jerem. 
xxxi. 89. Ritter, Erdkunde, xvi. 434. Krafft, Jerus. pp. 158, 159. Wilde, 
Narrative, p. 234. 

¢ Golgotha, alias Goatha,....in quo noxii, publico judicio damnati, extremo 
supplicio plectebantur, ubi quovis tempore, sicuti circa patibula videre est, 
passim jacebant Calvarice ossa viscera et sanies hominum suspensorum, decol- 
latorum, vel alio mortis genere occisorum. (Adrichomius, Theatr. Terr. Sanc., 
175 a.) “ Vallem Cadaverum, sic nominatam quia ibi puniebantur.ad mortem 
judicati: quoque cadavera ibi remanebant, et eadem ratione dicitur regio mortis 
et cineres.” (Nic. de Lyra, Poséilla.) Hieron. in Math. xxvii. 83. Krafft, Je- 
rusalem, pp. 28, 158, 170. Besides matiy other authorities. 


; 
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them,”* and it seems probable that the gate took its name from 
these gardens of the palace.t It is true that gardens were 
planted all round Jerusalem, for none were allowed within the 
city$—the royal palace, of course, being an exception. It was 
among such gardens that Titus was entangled on the occasion 
of his surveying the walls of the city.§ This was near the 
tower of Psephinus, by the women’s towers: but it seems pro- 
bable, we might almost say certain, that the principal gardens 
lay along the valleys round about the city, where they could 
be most easily watered by the streams of Gihon and the 
Kidron. We read of one such garden at Gethsemane in the 
eastern valley, and of the king’s gardens in the valley of Siloah 
on the south-east; but one of the most favorable spots in the 
vicinity of the city, for garden purposes, appears to have been 
th. southern valley, on account of the rocky character of its 
sides, and the consequent shade which it would obtain. Here was 
situated Tophet, or the pleasant valley,|| for the original mean- 





* Bell., v. 4, § 4. 

+ Villalpandus, Apparatus Urb. ac Templ., 215 b., lib. iii. 26. 

} Lightfoot, Chorog. Cent.. xxi. vol. x. p. 46. § Jos., Bell., v. 2, § 2. 

| S. Jerome says, “Sua primaria significatione voluptuosum amcenumque 
locum significat.”” ‘‘ Locus erat in suburbanis Jerusalem .... amcenissimus.... 
viridaris et hortis consitus, totusque nemorosus ac deliciis plenus.” (Hie- 
ron., in Jerem., vii. 19, 32;) Brocardus, Jtin. 6; Adrichomius, Theatrum Terr. 
Sanc., 169 b.  Villalpandus, among other derivations, gives that of 75’ 
japhah, beauty. (Apparatus, 213 b., lib. iii. 28.) He also allows that the 
name may be derived from a drum ; but in order to preserve the antithesis, 
he supposes it to have been a joyful instrument: ‘“ Dicendum arbitramur, 
non tantim propter ejusmodi tympana dictam vallem Topheth, sive tym- 
pani; verim etiam propter festiva tympana, que in hortis, amcenisque ejus 
vallis lucis, ac locis choreas ducentes, vel idolis, vel sibi ipsis indulgentes hila- 
riter tangere consueverant Hierosolymitani cives,” referring to Isaiah xxiv. 8 ; 
(Id., 99 b., lib. ii. 18;) and describes it as ‘locum deliciis et voluptatibus 
repletum,” comparing the antithesis to Job xvii. 6. (Lib. iii. 24.) So also 
Quaresmius, (Eleuc. Terr. Sanct., lib. iv. Pereg. vii. 18, vol. ii. 277 a,) and the 
Capuchin commentators on Les Prophéties de Jérémie, 12 Par. 1780. ‘‘ Forte 
sic dici potuit, quod cum wallis amena esset, ut credibile est, et testatur Hiero- 
nymus, delectioni honeste civium Hierosolymitanorum, a tympanistriis, cytha- 











GOLGOTHA. 455 


ing of the name undoubtedly had an antithetical signification 
to that which it afterwards obtained, though the circumstance 
is lost sight of by all recent commentators.* This meaning is 
corroborated by the actual appearance of the valley of Hinnom, 
which is described by writers who were unconscious of the pre- 
ceding fact, as “ planted with olive and other fruit trees, and 
in some places tilled,...the southern hill is steep, rocky and full 
of tombs.”f It is “a pleasant shaded valley.”{ “It lay to 
the west of the city, winding to the south.”§ St. Jerome, who 
knew its ancient character, speaks of Tophet as “a pleasant 
spot in the valley of Hinnom, with trees and gardens watered 
from Siloam.”|| This opinion as to its former fruitfulness is 
confirmed by Isaiah. (xvii. 5.) 

.This consideration of the name of Tophet leads us naturally 
to examine the.nature of the predictions respecting it. 

“Therefore, behold, the day’s come, saith the Lord, that it shall no more be 


called Tophet, nor the Valley of the son of Hinnom, but the Valley of Slaugh- 
ter: for they shall bury in Tophet, till there be no place.” Jerem. vii. 32.; 


xix. 6. 

We are told in another passage of the same prophet, (xix. 2,) 
that “ the valley of the son of Hitnom was by the entry (or 
opposite) to the gate Harsith,” (or as it is in our Bibles, the 
East Gate, and in the margin the Sun Gate.) The Vulgate 
translates Harsith by Porta jictilis, deriving it from a potsherd ;| 





redis, fidicinis, more Veterum excitande inservierit.” (Vitringa, Comm. in 
Tesaiam. | 


* By these it is generally derived from loathing, abhorrence, spitting on; 
though by some, from the beating of drums used to drown the voices of Moloch’s 
victims. Gesenius, Ewald, and some others, derive it from a burning, and 
subsequently burying. . ¢ Bibl. Res., i. 404. 

} Bonar and M‘Cheyne, Narrative of a Mission of Inquiry to the Jews, in 
1839, § Blayney, Jerem., xxxi. 40. 

| Hieron., Comm. (lib. ii.) in Jerem. vii. 32. But % would seem that he 
refers to the gardens at the conjunction of the valleys of Hinnom and Jehosha- 
phat. But in another place, lib. iv. cap. xix. 2, he places the valley opposite 
to the Dung Gate. 

q] It is remarkable that in each prophecy relating to this valley, the prophet 
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in which opinion Grotius coincides, considering that potsherds 
were cast out from this gate. The Chaldee paraphrast inter- 
prets it Dung Gate.* Here then is another confirmation of the 
position of the gates as recorded by Nehemiah.—But we have 
to consider the nature of the prophecy. 

The valley of Hinnom had been selected for the sacrifice to the 
god Moloch: it was here that “ they burned their sons and their 
daughters in the fire.” To divert the effects of God’s wrath 
Josiah “defiled the high places ;...he brake in pieces the images, 
and cut down the groves, and filled the places with the bones 
or men.”+ But shortly afterwards we find the prophet predicting 
the vengeance of God on the Jews on account of their conti- 
nued idolatries.{| The punishment was to consist in the destruc- 
tion of their city, and the conversion of. the pleasant vale of 
Tophet into a vast Necropolis ;§ which, from the horrible sacri- 
fices formerly there consummated, took the name of Gehenna,]|| 
and became a, picture of hell or the grave. Thus we see the 





takes for his imagery the fragment of a potter’s vessel, being the object. most 
appropriate to the locality. “‘ He shall break it as the breaking of the potter’s 
vessel that is broken in pieces, ....so that there shall not be found in the burst- 
ing of it a sherd to take fire from the hearth, or to take water withal out of the 
pit.” (Isaiah xxx. 14.) ‘Take a potter’s earthen vessel....and go unto the 
valley of the son of Hinnom, by the Gate of Potsherds,....and break the bottle 
»--and say....Even so will I break this people and this city, as one breaketh _ 
a potter’s vessel, that cannot be made whole again.” (Jerem. xix. 1, 2, 10, 11.) 

* Blayney, Jeremiah xix. 2. 

¢ 2 Kings xxiii. 10, 13, 14. Adrichomius, Theatr. Terr. Sanc., 170 a. 

} Jerem. vii. xix. 

§ See a long description of this Necropolis in Williams’s Holy City, 2nd edit. 
The tomb of Joseph of Arimathea would probably be in that part of the valley 
of Hinnom, which immediately adjoined the place of capital punishment. The 
eave of Machpelah was in a garden. Gen. xxiii. 17. 

| This change of name by a slight difference of spelling, as from Gehinnom 
to Gehenna, was very common among the Jews. A well-known example occurs 
~ in the Jewish rebel, Bar-cochba, Son of a star, who on his defeat had his name 
changed to Bar-coziba, Son of a lie. 

q Matth. v. 22, 29, 30; x. 28; xviii. 9; xxiii. 15, 33. Mark i ix, 48, 45, 47. 
Luke xii. 5. James iii. 6. Is. xxxiii. 14. 
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appropriateness of its description, in the prophecy relating to 
the re-establishment of the city, as the “ Valley of the dead bones.”* 

But another, and a more remarkable prophecy connected 
with this valley, is delivered by the prophet Isaiah :—* 


“For Tophet is ordained of old; yea for the King it is prepared; he hath 
made it deep and large: the pile thereof is fire and much wood, the breath of 
the Lord, like a stream of brimstone, doth kindle it.” Is. xxx. ult. 

From the reference to the Assyrians in the verse immediately 
preceding, this passage has been, with few exceptions, con- 
sidered to point to the destruction of Sennacherib’s hosts.f 





* “This was undoubtedly the valley of Hinnom, so called from its being 
made a common burial place, and a receptacle for the rubbish and filth of the 
city.” (Blayney, Jeremiah, xxxi. 40.) 

t ‘It is emblematical of the destruction of the Assyrians and of Antichrist.” 
(Rev. E. Henderson, D. Ph. Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Isaiah.) 
“The prophecy in Jeremiah has reference to the Jews; and that in Isaiah to 
their enemies.” (Rev. Alex. Keith, M.A., Isaiah as it is.) 

¢ “The sense is, that the armies of the Assyrians would be completely de- 
stroyed, as tt were, by a large pile of wood in the valley of Hinnom—the seat 
of the worship of Moloch—the cries of whose victims were drowned by the 
beating of drums. (tophim.) Tophet was afterwards a receptacle for filth and 
dead bodies, and to prevent contagion fires were kept constantly kindled. Thus 
it ‘ was ordained’ that Hezekiah should pollute this valley, fitting up this place 
as if for the appropriate punishment of the Assyrians; for Sennacherib advanced 
from the N. or N.E. ‘For the King it is prepared.’ For Hezekiah, as if by 
his order. The meaning is, tlHat the destruction of the Assyrians would as 
really come from Jehovah as if he should by his own agency ignite the vast 
‘piles that were collected in the valley of Hinnom.” (A. Barnes, Notes on the 
book of Isaiah, xxx. 33.) ‘The term is used for the place of destruction of the 
Assyrian host, by a metonymy.” (Bp. Lowth, Isaiah xxxiii. 14.) ‘The destruc- 
tion of Sennacherib is likened to a burning of bodies on a funeral pile. It can- 
not, therefore, refer to the Jews.” (Prof. Joseph Addison Alexander, Earlier 
Prophecies of Isaiah.) This, however, does not follow, for the bodies of the 
Kings of Judah appear to have been burnt, in the Phoenician manner, after the 
time of Asa. See II. Chron. xxi. 19, and compare Michaelis Syntagma Comm. 
p- 225. (Comment. de combust. et humat. mortuorum apud Hebreeos.) Hitzig, 
Hendewerk, Calmet, Jahn, Doederlein, Schegg, and Dahler refer it to Senna- 
cherib: Vitringa and Berthier refer it figuratively to Sennacherib, and ultimately 
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But the site of that event is clearly indicated by Scripture as 
having occurred on the N.E. of the city ;* and it is therefore 
impossible to believe that the event is referred to, even by a 
metonymy. But, while the commencement of the chapter is 
an imprecation of God’s judgment upon the Jews for their 
manifold transgressions, the remainder of the chapter, from the 
18th to the 26th verse is a promise of their uitimate restora- 
tion. It is not a promise of temporary relief from a threaten- 
ing and afflicting foe, but of ultimate and permanent triumph 
over all their enemies. Zion shall be re-established, her teachers 
shall not be removed into a corner any more, the produce of 
her fieids shall be fat and plenteous. Rivers of water shall 
flow from the hills round about “in the day of the great 
slaughter, when the towers fall.” ‘ Moreover, the light of the 
moon shall be as the light of the sun, and the light of the sun 
shall be sevenfold, as the light of seven days, in the day that the 
Lord bindeth up the breach of his people, and healeth the stroke of 
their wound.” ‘Then follows an indication of God’s judgment 
against the nations, from the 27th to the 30th verse, “ sifting 
the nations with the sieve of vanity,” after which is the trans- 
ient allusion to Assyria, which country is put in a synechdochal 
manner for the nations at large, and the chapter closes with 
the prophecy of the preparations for the final judgment of the 
nations in the valley of Jehosaphat, which as we see in other 
passages is put not only for the valléy of Hinnom, but for all 
the valleys and hills about the city.t The word Jehosaphat is 
said to be derived from Jehovah-shaphat, signifying the yudgment 
of Jehovah : a signification which is confirmed by another name 
given to the valley, the ‘ Valley of Decision.’ (Joel iii. 14.) It 





to Hell: “Topheth hoc in loco sensu spirituali notat locum supplicii Assyriis 
’ ex ira Dei ardente infligendi; perinde ac Gehenna notat locum supplicii repro- 
borum.” (Vitringa, Comm. in Iesatam xxx. 33, vol. ii. 194 b.) -CEcolampa- 
dius, following Jerome, makes it relate exclusively to hell. Cyril interprets it 
as the casting of Satan into hell. (Comm. in Hesaiam, lib. iii. tom. iii. p. 207.) 

* Is. x. $2, as quoted by Albert Barnes, Isaiah, ad loc. + See Joel, ch. iii. 
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would therefore be a general name, comprehending the valley 
of Hinnom, in accordance with other Scripture prophecies. 

“ Tophet is ordained of old: for the king it is prepared.” “The 
place was appointed from the creation of the world, rather, I 
should say, from the beginning of creation, when Christ was 
‘declared to be the Son of God with power, according to the 
Spirit of holiness’.”* In this ‘ Valley of slaughter’ shall the nations 
be gathered together, and “ they shall look on him whom they 
pierced.” 

Isidor connects this place of judgment with Calvary }— 
referring it, of course, to the mythical Calvary or Golgotha. 
Jerome, Adrichomius, and Villalpandus, believe that the ‘ Valley 
of the dead bodies’'— which they place between the reputed 
Golgotha and the supposed wall of the city — was the spot 
where the bodies and bones of those who had been crucified on 
Golgotha were cast away:§ while the latter author, with 
Lamy,|| places this Golgotha, or place of capital punishment, 
opposite to the Dung Gate,q (though he supposed this to haye 





* Quaresmius, Elucid. Terre Sancte, ii. 435 a. Lib. v. Per. i. c. 82. 

t Id. ii. 154 b. Lib. iv. Per. v. c. 3, quoting Zach. xii. 10. 

} De Nativitate, 61. ‘ Hac Porta Stercoraria Dominus qui induerat sordes 
nostras, ut sanguine suo nos lavaret, ductus videtur ad mortem Calvarise in quo 
passus est.” (Bern. Lamy, Appar. Geog. xiii. 3, p. 321.) 

§ Hieron. Comm. in Jerem. xxxi. 39: Villalpandus, Apparatus, 33 a, b, 
lib. i. 8. “ Vallis Cadaverum que inter montem Calvarie et menia Jerusalem 
sita est, nomen inde habens, qudd ibi cadavera, ossa, et cineres eorum, qui in 
Monte Calvarise morte puniti, aut combusti erant, projicebantur. Quamobrem, 
et milites Christi crucifixores, postquam latronum qui cum Christo crucifixi erant, 
fregissent crura, ob iminentem vesperam et diem festum, eorum cadavera et 
cruces, simul et Christi jam sepulti crucem ac titulum in hanc vallem precipi- 
taverunt.” (Adrichomius, Descrip. urb. Jerus. 175 b. No. 42. B. Lamy, p. &6.) 

| “Ad Vallem Cadaverum ducebat Porta Stercoraria, qui nempe emitte- 
bantur sordes urbis.” [Bern. Lamy, Appar. Geog. xiii. 3. p. $21. ] 

q Plessing refers the passage in Heb. xiii. 12, to this gate, and believes it to 
correspond with the Porta Charonia, of Athens, through which the condemned 
were led to execution; and that the Esquiline Gate of Rome had a similar 
destination. Lipsius, note 129, ad Tacit. Annal. xv. 285. (Golgotha, v. 27.) 
Byneus, De Morte Christi, iii. 5, § 24, 26; iii. 6, 19: Cicero, v., In Verrem. 

Golgotha, “hic extra urbem ad occasum erat situs, quo respixerunt turris - 
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adjoined the Valley Gate,) and he unites with Jerome and 





Hippicus, et porte Vallis, Sterqutlini:’”, &c. (J. G. Carpzov. Apparat. Hist. 
crit. Antig. Sacr. Annot. ad Goodwin. de Templo, § iii. p. 38.) 

“Mons Calvarie, ubi ultimo supplicio plectebantur scelesti homines, Porta 
Stercoris, et Valli, proximus erat.” (90 b. lib. ii. 9.) He connects Golgotha 
with Galgala, (Josh. v. 9,) and derives the name from bb; galal, dung. 
‘‘Hunc locum designasse crediderim Judezos, cum diabolica persuasione, ac 
propria malitia commoti, insanis clamoribus a Pilato contenderunt, ut Christum 
cruci affigeret, ‘ Away with him! away with him! Crucify him.’ Golgotha illi 
innuebant: ac si omne malum a se, suisque liberis his vocibus averti depreca- 
rentur, ac dicerent: Averte hominem hunc nequissimum ab aspectu, et oculis 

“nostris: projice eum in locum stercoris.” Then referring to I. Cor. iv. 13, 
‘We are made as the filth of the world, and are the offscouring of all things 
unto this day,’ he continues, ‘“‘ Quasi diceret Paulus: equidem non dedignor 
despici, et guasi stercus reputari, quo similis Christo sim, én loco stercoris abjecto 
et crucifizo.” (pp. 88, 34. lib. i. 8.) This connection of bby with dung, and 
rolling away of offences, (Compare Josh. v. 9,) is remarkable. 

If this idea of the Dung Gate being the gate by which Christ issued from 
Jerusalem be confirmed, the question arises whether the palace of Pontius 
Pilate, supposed to be at the Antonia, should not be transferred to the palace 
ofthe Asamonzans, afterwards the palace of Agrippa. Plessing has already 
pointed out the contradiction of the Scala Santa at Rome being believed to have 
formed part of (the so-called) Pilate’s palace at the Antonia, when that fortress 
had been razed to its foundation by Titus. The presumption is very great that 
the palace of the Asamoneana, situated in the upper city, overlooking the Temple 
and the whole city, and commanding the bridge, formed the palace of Pontius 
Pilate. (See Josephus, Bell. ii. 16, § 3; Ant. xx. 8, §11.) It was from this 
palace that Agrippa and his sister Berenice addressed the Jews collected to- 
gether in the Xystus. Agrippa’s palace and Pilate’s palace being identical, 
Gabbatha, or ‘‘the Pavement,” would correspond to the Bouleuterion, or “Council 
House,” or to the Xystus, with its open courts and marble porticos. Indeed, 
we may regard it as very certain that Antonia, which Josephus describes as being 
a fortress to the Temple and the whole city, and containing “‘ spacious barracks 
for the accommodation of troops,’”’ and which both by him, and in Holy Scrip- 
ture, is called “the Castle,” was the castle or fortress of “the chief captain of 

the band,” the Chslarchus or tribune, the commander of 1,000 men, having 
under him ten Centurions. This fact is abundantly proved by the history of 
Paul’s capture in the Temple, as described in Acts xxi-xxiii: (see anée, p. 441 :) 
and is quite in accordance with the particulars given us by Josephus, who says: 
“On the corner, where it joined to the porticoes of the Temple, it had passages 
leading down to each, through which the guard—for there always lay in this 


tower a Roman legion—went several ways among the porticoes, with their arms, . 





- 





GOLGOTHA. 461 


Quaresmius in supposing that this spot of infamy only made 
the cross more glorious.* 7 

The reader will perceive that the arguments which have 
been adduced are those of the advocates of the sepulchre, and 
that they are furnished by those, who, though not conscious of 
the result of their reasonings, have by supporting the proposi- 





on the Jewish festivals, in order to watch the people, that they might not there - 


attempt any insurrection.” 

“We find mention of Pilate’s palace in the fourth and seventh centuries, but 
I would refer only, to avoid prolixity, to what we find recorded of it in the time 
of the Frank kings. In the earlier portion of this period we know for a 
certainty that the Preetorium was then believed to have stood on Zion. After 
our Lord was taken in Gethsemane, they say that he was led to Mount Zion, 
where was situate the palace of Pilate. In front of this building the Christians 
pointed out the spot where Christ was scourged, and where, in remembrance 
of this ill-treatment, a chapel was built, lying north of the church of Zion... 
The line of a Via Crucis, corresponding perfectly with all requirements, can be 
pointed out, but certainly not where it now stands.” (Dr. Titus Tobler, Das 
Ausland, 25 Jan., 1848, referring in a note to Joh. Wirzburgensis, Descr. 
Terre Sancte in B. Pezii Thesaur. Anecd. Nov. 1, 3, 513. With this agree 
other writers of the period of the Frank kings, as Eugesippus Tract. de dis- 
tantiis Locor. in L. Allatii Svppuxra, Col. Agr. 1, 117, Epiphanius, Syria, e¢ Urbs 
sancta, in Allatii 1. c. 1, 51, and the Antioch archdeacon Fetellus, De sits 
therusalem, Cod. MS., Yienn. h. eccl., No. curv, 16 b, 22 b.) 

“The direction of the Via Dolorosa was changed towards the end of the 
Frank kingdom, (1187), and its direction was again changed, as it now runs, 
‘in the last quarter of the sixteenth century.” (Tobler, Jd.) 

’* Quoting 1 Cor. i. 28. ‘And base things of the world, and things which 
are despised, hath God chosen, yea, and things which are not, to bring to 
nought things which are,’ Quaresmius observes, ‘“ Verdm humilem, abjectum, 
infamem et contemptum hunc locum, sicut et ignominiosam et maledictam 
crucem, morti sui elegit Salvator noster; ut magis illius virtus eniteret,” &. 
(Elucid. Terr. Sanc. 484, 435, Lib. v. Per. i. 34.) ‘‘ Extra urbem enim et foras 
portam, loca sunt in quibus truncantur capita damnatorum, et Calvarie, #. e. 
decollatorum sumpsere nomen. Propterea autem ibi crucifixus est-Dominus, ut 
ubi prius erat Area damnatorum, ibi erigerentur vexilla martyrii. Et quomodo 
pro nobis maledictum crucis factus est, et flagellatus est, et crucifixus; sic pro 
omnium salute quasi noxius inter noxios crucifigeretur. ... ut ubi abundavit 
peccatum, superundaret gratia.” (S. Hieron. Comm. in Matth. xxvii. 33.) 
“Ubi et Salvator noster J. C., qui peccatum non noverat, pro nobis peccatum 
factus est.” (C. G. Offerhausii, Exercit. Philolog. vei. Hieros. 1718, § viii. 13.) 


















































462 ON THE TRUE SITE OF CALVARY. 


tion produced a startling objection to the opinions which they 
held. It is unnecessary to produce further witnesses: I would 
leave the case upon the evidence of my opponents. We have 
heard them testify that Tophet, or the valley of Slaughter, is 
identical with the ‘ Valley of dead bones,’ or the ‘ Valley of Hell, 
and that it is opposite to the Dung Gate. We have seen the 
Goatha of Jeremiah identifying itself with the ‘ Valley of dead 
bones,’ the garden of the sepulchre locating itself in what was 
once the valley of gardens. What so probable as that such a 
quarter of the city, so abhorred by the good on account of its 
past idolatry, so hated by the evil on account of its typifying 
the place of future punishment, so desecrated by all men from 
its being made the receptacle of the filth and offal of the city,*— 
should be selected as the place of ‘outer darkness,t as the 
place of punishment for capital offences? What so natural 
as that He, who took upon Him the nature of man,—who was 
born in a manger,—who had not where to lay His head,—who 
‘was made a curse for us,—who was condemned to the death 
of a malefactor,—who had His grave with the wicked, should 
complete the work He had taken upon Him, by suffering in 





* II. Kings, xxiii. 10. ‘‘ Est sententia que statuit Vallem Topheth fuisse 
locum in suburbano tractu meridionali urbis Hierosclyme, in, quem sordes, 
quisquiliz, feces, cineres, et expurgamenta Civium conjecta sunt, ibidem aduri 
solita; et inde loco esse nomen et emblematis pretendam esse expositionem. 
Patior id dici: neque enim mihi obest.”’ (Vitringa, Comm. in Tesaiam, xxx. 33, 
Pars 11. p. 194 b.) : 

Villalpandus takes this valley to be the Bethso of Josephus, (Bell. v. 4, § 2,) 
and derives the name from asaph, dung. The Gate of the Essenes he supposes 
to be the Dung Gate. (Apparatus, p. 90 a. lib. ii. 9: p. 184 b. lib. iii. 18.) © 
Bachiene, to the same effect, (Hist. und Geog. Beschr. von Palist., ii. § 85:) 28 
also Vitringa, in his Commentary on the Temple of Ezekiel, (i. 142;) so also 
Von Raumer, § 4, p. 58. Solinus says, that the Essenes inhabited the most 

inland parts of Judza, towards the west. (lib. xxxviii.) 
'  “ E& in regione extra urbem locus erat, quem Josephus appellat Bethso, cujus 
vocis originem cum Adrichomio opinatur fuisse publicam custodiam, in quam 
sontes veluti stercus conjicerentur extra civitatem. Locus ille tenebricosus erat, 
quippe, in profunda valle situs. Carceres appellantur in Scripturis, tenebree, ut 


in Ps. evi.” Septuag. (Bern. Lamy, Appar. Geog. xiii. 3, p. 321.) 
¢ Villalpandus, Apparatus. 
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this place of infamy? What so consistent, as that. the spot so. 
long polluted by the most horrible of idolatries, should be 

‘ordained’ in the pre-determined counsel of God, as the place 

most suited for divine satisfaction ; that this ‘ Valley of dead 

bones,’ this valley of the grave, should become the place of 
victory ?f 

Another species of evidence is that afforded by examining 

the types displayed in the ceremonies of the Jewish dispensa- 

tion. We are told by the Apostle, that Christ suffered without - 
the camp, in consequence of the sacrifices for sin being offered 
without the camp, under the old dispensation. (Heb. xiii. 11, 12.) 

This we know to have been the case, not merely with the ordi- 

nary sin-offering, (Evod. xxix. 4; Levit. iv. 12, 21; vi. 11; 

viii. 17; ix. 11; xvi. 27,) but also with the red heifer, “ with- 

out spot or blemish,” (Numb. xix. 2, 3, 9,) and with the 

sacrifice made by the priest after sending away the scape-goat. 

(Levit. xvi.) The place of this sacrifice would naturally be 

preserved and appropriated on the introduction of the worship 

of Moloch, and the spot then used we have seen to be the 

Valley of Hinnom. The word Any) (Goatha) signifies lowing, 
which may possibly have reference to this sacrifice, and it is 
further remarkable, that the face of the scapegoat was directed 
towards the west, and that the blood of all sacrifices was” 
sprinkled in that direction.t But we are further told that the 
spot for burning the sin-offering was to be “ without the camp, 
in a clean place.” (Levit. iv. 12: vi.11.) This would correspond 
with Topheth, or the “pleasant valley,” before it was defiled 
by the worship of Moloch: and though the Jews appear to have 





* “Ecce nomen Domini quia in judicio apparebit, Dominus qui judicatus fuit 
coram Pilato ut servus et abjectus.” (Nic. de Lyra, Postilla,) Is. xxx. 33. 

t. ‘In eo quoque, quod ad occidentem urbis fuerit situs hicce locus, quidam 
mysterium esse suspicantur, cum et sanguis omnium saczificiorum versus occi- 
dentem, in quo adytum erat, spargendus esset, et hircus emissarius vultu versus 
occidentem spectaret, quando peccata totius populi ei imponebantur, secundum 
Maimonidem, de Festo expiat.” Cap. 4. (F. A. Lampe, Comm. Analyt. exeg. 
Evang. sec. Joannem, tom. iii. 590, 591, note s., cap. xix. 17.) - 
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afterwards removed the “clean place” to the Mount of Olives; 
forming a wooden bridge for this purpose across the Valley of 
Jehoshaphat, to prevent the heifer coming in contact with any 
unclean object, yet would the type be fulfilled by the body of 
Christ being carried to the “garden,” and to the “new. tomb 
wherein never man before was laid.” Moreover, at this place of 
the sin-offering the ashes of the heifer were carefully set apart 
for sprinkling the unclean ; (Numb. xix. 9 ;) and by referring to 

*Jeremiah, xxxi. 39, we perceive this spot to have been called 
the ‘ Valley of the Ashes,’ and to have formed part, or been 
immediately contiguous to the Valley of dead bones. This 
must have been at the further extremity of the valley from the 
Temple, ‘on account of the Valley of Jehoshaphat, and the 
Valley of Hinnom being filled with graves, and therefore it 
was near to the Lower Pool. flee 

All this might appear speculative and visionary, were we not 
told. by the Apostle that all these ceremonies served as types 
of a better and more complete sacrifice. (Hebd. ix. 9.) 

If it be asked, Whether there be any indication of the exact 
locality of the Sepulchre, | would say, Search not for it. It is 
enough for us to know that “ Christ suffered without the gate.” 
Nay, if I were able to point it out, I would rather endeavour to 

" cast a veil about it, to protect it at once from the feet of the 
superstitious, and the hands of the infidel. * 

It is time to draw this paper to aclose. If the arguments 
which have been offered by various writers do not carry con- 
viction to the mind of the advocate of tradition, if he be callous 
to the contempt of the Turk, if he scorn the scoff of the Infidel, 
if he revile the reproof of the Christian,—let him listen to 
words which point out a more excellent way of manifesting 
true devotion, and suggest a purer and more reverential piety, 

—let him listen to the angel of Calvary, “ Wuy sEgK YE THE 
LIVING AMONG THE DEAD? HE 1s NoT HERE: HE Is RISEN.” 
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NOTES. 
The reader is requested to insert the following notes_in 


their respective places: and his attention is particularly directed 
to those for pages 328 and 378. 





1. (to p. 312, penult. line) add—and Dr. Tobler. 
2. (to p. 328, after quotation from “pp. 424, 426.”) The following is the 
'* original of this most important passage— 


“vir. De Monte Calvaria, et Sepulchro Christi, ac Ecclesia Sepulchri. 
..- Sub hoe circulo, in medio scilicet Ecclesise, parvula domuncula est, in 
quam propter porte demissionem, versus orientem intrare oportet corpore in- 
curvato: supra verd testudinata est ad modum semicirculi, opere mosaico, 
auro et marmoribus deornata, nullam habens fenestram, candelis lampade 
illustrata. ° 

“In hujus domuncule parte dextra locus est Dominic Sepulture, attingens 
extremitates preedictee case in longum, scilicet ab oriente versus occidentem, 
cujus longitudo novem communium palmarum est, latitudo verd tam monu- 
menti, quam spacii ceteri ipsius domuncule, residuum in latitudine circa 
sex palmas communes utrobique se extendit; circa 12 palmas potest esse 
altitudo domuncule supradicte. 

‘Tilud verd advertendum est, quod monumentum illi sanctissimo loco super- 
positum, non est illud, in quo corpus Christi sacretissimum exanime primitis 


est immissum; quia sacro attestante eloquio, monumentum Christi erat excisum 


in petra viva, scilicet, quomodo antiquorum monumenta, et precipué- in his 
pactibus fieri communiter consueverunt; iJlud verd ex petris pluribus est com- 
positum, de novo conglutinato cemento, minus artificialiter, et minus quam , 
deceat, ordinaté. c : 
“Locus etiam ipse monumenti Christi fuit per infideles longo tempore pos- 
sessus ante tempora Latinorum, et prophanatus, gui nthil in ipso dimiserunt, 
quod devotionem fidelium posset de hujusmodi provocare. Quando etiam Hie- 
rusalem capta est ultiméd & Saracenis, per certa pacta et tractatus civitatem 
sanctam dimiserunt, et assultu capta non fuit; nec verisimile est, posito, 
qudd in loco sepulchri aliquid fuisset de vero monumento, Christiani di- 
misissent aliquid ibidem ab infidelibus conculcandum, cim etiam nunc fideles 
studeant eadem loca visitantes, de petris et terra, quantum possunt, portare 


’ et st possent, utique totam asportarent, vestigiis Christi consecratum.” 


{Having thus stated that the tomb of Christ had been entirely destroyed 
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and removed, partly by the Saracens, and partly by the Christians, he goes on 
to assert that only the site remained undisturbed.— }‘‘ Veruntamen quicquid sit 
de hoc, ipse /ocus Sepulchri Christi formaliter moverj non potest, sed remansit, 
‘et remanebit immobilis in eternum.” 

In a note to this passage, Basnage contents himself with referring to the 
‘contrary evidence of Bartholomew de Salignac—he who ‘saw the luminous 
‘opening in the etherial regions from the church of the Ascension. See anée, 
p. 380. (Guilielmi de Baldensel, Hodoeporicon ad Terram Sanctam, anno 1336, 

in H. Canisii, Thes. Mon. Eccl. et Hist., fol. Ant. 1725, vol. iv. 848, 349.) 
Similar is the testimony of Fabri, (i. 336.) ‘‘ Ex omnibus jam dictis de sancto 
sepulchro hoc teneat devotus peregrinus et pacificus, quod, sive illa spelunca, 
quz hodie stat, sit verum Christi monumentum et totum, sive sit pars ejus, 
sive nihil sit ibi de eo, parum refert, sive hoc sive illud sit, quia principale 
thi mansit, quod asportari et demoliri nullatenus potest, scilicet locus sanctis- 
sime sepulture et resurrectionis Christi, in quo loco, etst non sit thi Christi 


monumentum, ... priori... simillimum, spelunca duplex, ejusdem sanctitatis, — 
dignitatis, et reverentiz.” 

8. (to p. 329, line 1.) The group of buildings consisted of four churches. 
The church of the Resurrection (now Holy Sepulchre) lay to the west; the 
church of Calvary, and the Basilica, over the place of the “ invention of the 
cross,”’ were to the east; joining these, on the south, was the church to the 
Virgin Mary; and between them all was the ‘paradisus’ paved with precious 
stones. (Tobler, Golgatha, 116, 117.) How is it possible that all this 
could have stood within the arga of the present building ! 

4. (to p. 338, note) add—in Dr. Otto Thenius, Das vorexilische Jerus. und 
dessen Tempel, 1849, p. 24; and in Dr. Titus Tobler, Golgatha, seine Kirchen 
und Kloster, 1851, p. 160-165. 

5. (to p. 340, note.) add—Dr. Tobler, to the like effect. (Das Ausland, Jan. 
20, 1848.) . 

6. (to p. 342, after “Luther and his times.”) Perhaps the reason of Luther’s 
having the misfortune to earn Mr. Williams’ disapprobation, arose from his 
having asserted: ‘‘ For the grave where the Lord lay, which the Saracens 
now hold-—God cares about as much as he does for all the cows of Switzerland.” 

7. (to p. 342, line 5,) Contrast with this the opinion of Krafft, who advocates 
equally the authenticity of the sepulchre. (Jerusalem, pp. 259, 260.) 

8. (to p. 342, after the words “‘ actuated as.an author.”) Dr. Tobler observes 
that of many travellers it may be said that they ‘journey to Jerusalem, not 
so much to form a theory from the appearances presented to them, as to 
adapt the appearances to their already formed opinions.” (Das Ausland, 
21 Jan. 1848.) 

9. (to p. 347, note *) add—and Schwarz, Deser. Geogr. of Palestine, p. 266. 

10. (to p. 348, after quotation from Bartlett.) ‘La voie de David, nommée 
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ainsi d’une galérie souterraine que David avait fait construire de la porte ; 


de la Chaine [one of the gates of the Temple] au chateau nommé Autel de 
David. (Hippicus.) TElle existe encore, et on en découvre de.temps en 


temps des parties. C’est une galerie solidement voutée.” (Fundgruben des 


Orients, ii. 126.) - 


11. (to p. 349, end of first note.) ‘A very deep cistern, the water of which _ 


is just like that of the spring of Siloah, and I think it therefore certain that 
the former aqueduct of Hezekiah is now below the surface of the ground in 
this direction. .... The learned Azulai mentions in ‘ The Names of the 


Great,’ (fol. 30 5,) that as late as the time of the Cabbalist Rabbi Chayim 


Vital, who lived in 5340 [a.p. 1580] one could hear neat the Kallai, or 
David’s tower, [Hippicus] a strong subterranean rushing of running water, 
which was represented as the ancient aqueduct of King Hezekiah.” (Rabbi 


Joseph Schwarz, Deser. Geogr. and Brief Hist. Sketch of Palestine, translated 


by Isaac Leéser, Philad. 5610, [a.p. 1850,] p. 266.) 


‘12. (to p. 351, note ¢) Schultz accepts this position of the Fuller’s field, the 
Upper Pool, etc. 


13. (to p. 357, after the words “ (Bibl. Sacr. v. 96.)”) Dr. Tobler unites in 
this opinion. (Das Ausland, Jan. 20, 1848.) 

14. (to p. 357, after ‘‘Herren Krafft.”) The first remains here spoken of 
Herr Krafft did not notice on the occasion of his researches, and on proceeding 
to the spot subsequently, he found they were gone, though he doubted not 
that they had existed. 

Of those next mentioned, supposed to have formed part of an ancient gate- 
way, he says :—‘‘ The character of these remains points evidently to later 
times: the workmanship is too insignificant for a city gate; the masonry 
of the piers consists of but small stones; the filling in is of loose rubble- 
work, held together with soft bad mortar; and lastly the inadequacy of the 
piers for the thrust of a large arch of 21 feet span,—all testify against our 
regarding these remains as portions of a city gate of the Second Wall. They 


do not at all accord with the character of Roman architecture, and are much - 


more analogous with Mahometan art.” 

Of the columns next mentioned, he says :— The spring-course of a return 
arch is indicated, and the remains are those of a fore-court or palace ; but there 
is not the slightest ground for attributing them to a city gate. The style is of 
late Roman date, and the remains probably formed part of Constantine’s 
buildings.” (Krafft, Jerusalem, s. 29, 80.) 

15. (to p. 857, note *) add—and Schultz, p. 60. 

16. (to p. 361, after “impossible place.”) Schultz honestly states, ‘Seiner 
Beschreibung ist mir indessen nicht in Allen ganz deutlich.” (Jerusalem, 
8. 98.) 


17. (to p. 878, note.) ‘One large subterranean passage leads from this 
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mosque to that of al Achsa.” (Rabbi J. Schwarz, Descr. Geog. of Palest. 

- p. 262.) 

18. (to p. 381, after the words ‘Christian workmen.”) Christians are always 

- employed in the repairs of the mosque. See Niebuhr, Reisebeschreibung, iii. 
53; and Schwarz, Deser. Geog. of Palest. Appendix 13. 

19. (to p. 389, after small type.) See another tradition, to the like effect, in 
Fundgruben des Orients, v. 162. ; 

20. (to p. 392, after Sakrah J.) Do the Moslems laugh at the holy-fire of the 
Christians ?—This shall not prevent their practising the like deception on 
their brother Moslems of Medina. (Ludovico de Varthema, Jéin. p. 11 b, 
quoted by Tobler, Golgatha, 482, 483.) 

21. (to p. 403, after the words “has long since passed.’’) A detailed history of 

‘ the ‘ Holy Fire’ is given in Dr. Tobler’s Golgatha, s. 460-482. The Roman 

_ Catholics washed their hands of the affair only in the commencement of the 
fifteenth century. bs 

22. (to p. 404, note.) After referring to the protection afforded by the Turks 
to the Christians at the ‘holy sepulchre,’ Niebuhr well remarks, ‘‘Were Jeru- 

; Salem in the hands of the Christians, they would probably not allow the 
members of other communions to practise openly their religious rites.” (Retse- 
beschreibung, iii. 48.) 

The ‘holy sepulchre’ is again become the theatre of political intrigue. If 

_ Russia be allowed to extend her “protection” to the Christian population of 
the Asiatic portion of the Mussulman dominions, as Austria has succeeded in 

. doing in the west, these vast countries which, by the liberal policy of the Otto- 

- man Sultan, now afford free religious opinion to the native Christians, will ren- 

- der them irrevocably subject to the despotic yoke of Mariolatry; the rapidly 

. increasing and important body 6f Armenian protestants, lately emancipated 
by the Turk, and put upon an equality with the other churches, will again 

. be brought into subjection to the Armenian patriarch ; and all hope of effect- 
ing the conversion of the Mussulman, by the exhibition of the moral influence 

_ of protestantism, will be destroyed. If the papacy of Rome and the hierarchy 
of Russia be allowed to divide among themselves the countries of the east, our 
newly founded church of Jerusalem will be rooted up, and her bishop, and 

. Clergy, and missionaries, sent out of the country. We have only to read the 
reports of missionaries in these countries to perceive the truth of this fact. 
“In the Turkish empire, may the missionary enter at every point, and labour 
among them with no Turkish ruler disposed to hinder him in so doing. 
Only from the Christians may opposition be expected to originate.” (Smith 

. and Dwight, Miss. Res. in Armenia, 1834, p. 460.) ‘In 1821 and 1822, 

_ the Rev. Mr. Blythe, of the Scottish Mission, laboured among the Caucassians, 
and was listened to with great interest ... but the Russian government 

,. ordered him away, upon the principle, that where the established church has 

= 4 

















NOTES. 469 


begun to baptize, it allows no other denomination to establish a mission... . 
‘ The Russian mission, which succeeded, were once driven from the country 
_. by the provoked natives.” (Jd., p. 159.) See the same work, pp. 205-210, 
for an account of the persecution of the mission at Shoosha. The Church 
Missionary Society states, that “‘the mission was commenced here in 1823, 
~ and actively carried on till 1836, when, in consequence of the interference of 
_ the high Russian clergy, the government prohibited all protestant missionary 
‘ labour. The Ukasse was dated July 5, 1835. It prohibited all missionaries, 
- dissenting from the Greek Church, from exercising their calling in Russia; 
and presents that empire, in its civil and ecclesiastical aspect, in a position of 
decided antagonism to the truth of God, ... and shutting out the pure gospel 
from the heathen and Mahommedan population within its limits. The ex- 
pulsion of the London Society’s Missionaries from Selinginsk, in Siberia, 
subsequently took place; and China itself is not so rigidly sealed to the 
entrance of a protestant missionary, as the vast domains and wandering tribes 
of Asiatic Russia.” (Church Missionary Intelligencer, June 1852.) 
23. (to p. 406, after the words ‘The kingdom of God is within you.’’) 
“It might be asked, where could we sooner hope to find the seat of truth 
than in the holy courts of this temple? But with inexpressible pain must I 
acknowledge that the contrary is the fact: for in few places of the earth is 
there, to use the mildest term, so much fiction, as in this so-called holiest 
spot of Christianity.” (Tobler, Golgatha, Vorrede.) 

‘Could such crimes, such contentions and quarrellings, such lies and car- 
nality, be possible in this church of the sepulchre, if the edifice really stood 
upon the spot where Christ was crucified and buried?” (Jd., p. 164.) 

One shudders to think of the abominations said to be committed in this 
church in Passion-week, but more particularly in the interval between Good 
Friday and Easter-day, when crowds of people, men and women, pass the - 
night around what they consider to be the holy sepulchre of Christ! (The 
reader, who desires further particulars on this subject, must consult Tobler, 
Golgatha, 425-439, but especially 426-428.) 

“The honour which the Christians manifest to the ‘holy places,’ but of 
which, however, they cannot be certain that transactions should have taken 
place, just in those localities, and not one hundred paces north or south of 
them, is, in the opinion of rightly-minded Mahometans, all but blasphemy. 
How would Jerusalem be idolized, were the city now in the hands of Jews 
or Christians !”’ (Niebuhr, Reisebesch ib g, iii. 50, 51.) “As I once ex- 





pressed some doubts respecting the identity of the site of Mount Golgotha, to 
the vicar of the Franciscan convent, he answered, that Christians are not 
obliged to believe in this spot, but in Christ, who, for our sins, was crucified. 
The most rational of the Roman Catholic monks, even, do not appear to 
be certain that Mount Golgotha really did exist where they now see it.” (Jd., 
p- 56.) fe 
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See Dr. Tobler’s objections to the alleged Mount Golgotha, in Das Ausland, 
18 April, 1848, and to the Sepulchre, and the pretended graves of Joseph and 
‘* Nicodemus; in the same Journal, 17 April 1848, and in his Golgatha, s. 224. 
** It will scarcely be believed that persons can be found to accept only one 
‘ of the two places of crucifixion and burial, and reject the other. Schwiegger, 

Touttée and Scholz believe the sepulchre to be the real one, and object to 
Calvary. J.J. Ammon, on the other hand, argues in favour of the latter, 
‘ and rejects the former.” (Golgatha, 164, 165.) 
24. (to p. 410, after the words “ going down to Silla, or Siloah.”) Rabbi 
Schwarz accords with this interpretation. (Desc. Geog. of Palestine, p. 241.) 
25. (to p. 448, after the word ‘‘ Procopius.”) Krafft considers these sub- 
structions to be too ancient for the time of Justinian. (Jerusalem, p. 73.) 
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(XIX.) 
APPENDIX. ‘ 


While the foregoing sheets were passing through the press, the writér received 
from abroad Schaffter’s work ‘‘On the True Site of the Holy Sepulchre,” the 
title of which being so identical with his own paper, he thought himself called 
upon to examine and report upon the book itself. At the same time, Dr. Tob- 
ler’s work on “‘ Golgotha, its Churches and Convents,” fell into his hands; and, 
through this book, he became aware* cf the “Descriptive Geography, and 
Brief Historical Sketch, of Palestine,” by Rabbi Joseph Schwarz; and ulti- 
mately, a few days only before the end of the month, he received a visit from 
Dr. Zimpel, from whom he took a copy of his ‘‘ New local and topographical 
Exposition of the Holy City, Jerusalem, the Capital of the World.” On each 
of these works it is requisite to say a few words. 


1. Apert Scuarrrer, V.D.M, Die Aechte Lage des heiligen Grabes. 
, 8vo. Bern, 1849. 


. This book, which I had anticipated would be an able supporter of my opi- _ 
nions, if not a precursor of my theory, I find to be written with “the object of 
enfeebling the doubts as to the authenticity of the localities now pointed out as 
connected with the Holy Sepulchre.” (Hinleitung, iv.) The map of Jerusalem 
which accompanies this notice of his essay, has been copied by the Anastatic 
process; so that it will, at the same time, serve to exhibit his argument, and 
afford proof of the general delineation of the ground, as exhibited in my plan. 
Its chief peculiarity is the limitation of Acra, or the Lower City, to the supposed 





* Those acquainted with German literature must be struck with the great 
variety of notes, and the intimate acquaintance with the works connected with 
the subject treated of, in any particular book. This is, in great measure, owing 
to the existence of Classified Catalogues in all the public libraries of the country. 
It is much to be regretted that no such catalogue exists in the library of the 
British Museum. Such a catalogue was in preparation some years ago, and 
three parts finished, when the annual sum appropriated to the purpose was 
withdrawn by the dberal policy of Lord Melbourne’s administration. 
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site of Antonia,—a space which, as measured by the plan, is equal to about 
one-fourth part of Russell-square. In his text, however, he supposes Acra and 
Moriah to form but one hill, (“ wirklich nur einen Berg, nur einen Higelzug,’’) 
(15, 16, 29.) This he considers that he is able to assert ‘ without hesitation, 
and with the greatest certainty,’ (13,) and he actually alleges as an argument 
against Dr. Robinson’s plan, the non-compliance with this supposed axiom. 
He acknowledges that the fourteen towers described by Josephus as encircling 
the Lower City, cannot be placed round his Acra; but then he imagines Jose- 
phus to be under a mistake. (44.) He forgets to explain how it is that Josephus 
could so circumstantially describe Acra’ with its fourteen towers, and then An- 
tonia with*its four corner, and one great central tower; but perhaps he would 
say,—and he would do so with great truth,—Josephus must have been “ think- 
ing of something else” when he wrote this. But it is astonishing that the 
author does not reflect that whether or no Antonia did ever bear the name of 
Acra, it existed as the castle of Antonia in the time of Josephus, and that 
Mount Moriah was then occupied by the Temple. Where then could his Lower 
City have existed? He has not room even for a single house! Neither will it 
avail him to say that he shows the commencement of the Second Wall consider- 
ably to the westward, and that there was room for the city in that direction ; 
for he quotes Josephus in saying, ‘‘ die Unterstadt sei auf Akra gestanden.” 
(14.) We have Mr. Williams to thank for this grievous distortion of Jose- 
phus’s description. The author supposes the Lower City, (Acra,) to have been 
destroyed and lowered by the Asamoneans, (14,) the absurdity of which notion 
I have already shown. (Ante, p. 436.) But we see the reason for this deter- 
mined endeavour to shift the situation of Acra, for he states, —“If the hill Acra 

. were, as Robinson supposes, the hill lying north of Zion, which hill is the pro- 
longation and extremity of a broad tongue of land lying northward from the 
commencement of the Valley of Hinnom, and stretching down into the north- 
west portion of the city, then would our opinion of the identity of the Holy 
Sepulchre be entirely groundless, and the controversy respecting it be for ever 
terminated. For if the rocky spur projecting from the west, and upon which 
stands the neighbouring church of the Holy Sepulchre, belonged to Acra, then 
must another site be sought for the Holy Sepulchre in lieu of that which is now 
pointed out, and one, moreover, outside of the walls of the ancient Jerusalem.” 
(12.) 

But let us suppose that Acra existed where he has shown it, how is it pos- 
sible for him to draw a line of valley which shall, at the same time, (as Josephus 
describes, ) separate Acra from Bezetha, and Acra from Moriah? Is it not evi- 
dent to everybody, that, in order to comply with this condition, Bezetha and 
Moriah must be on one and the same side of the valley, and Acra on the other? 
Is it not also extraordinary, that, with what these writers acknowledge as “a 
broad valley running down from the Damascus Gate,” they do not see that this 
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| (From Schaffter's Achte Lage des Heiligen Grabes.) 
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- valley must be the “broad valley” described by Josephus, and which tallies so 
precisely with other requirements? But let us also grant hitn this, and take 
away this broad valley : how would he be enabled to place it between his Acra 
(s. e. Antonia) and Moriah, where we know, both from history and actual inspec- 
- ’ tion, thatno valley ever existed?* But if he assert that the valley filled up by 
the Asamoneans existed on the other or northern side of his Acra or Antonia, 
how is it then that Titus still found a valley in this position? and how would 
the filling up of that valley join his Acra to Moriah ? 

Herr Schaffter (56-60) adopts Mr. Finlay’s notion of the Census: (see ante, 
p- 379%) but how is it possible, had it ever existed in all the detail proposed 
by Mr. Finlay, that it should continue to be enforced after the destruction of 
the city by Titus, when it was lying waste, and “ watchers were appointed in 
the neighbouring towns to mark any one going to the ruins?” © 

It should be mentioned that both Schaffter (63 et udt.) and Schultz (Jerus., 
p. 59) contend only for the site of the Sepulchre. 


2. Trrus TostER, M.D. Golgatha, seine Kirchen und Kloster. 
8vo. St. Gallen and Bern, 1851 


The title of this book is as deceptive as Herr Schaffter’s. I had seen the 
book in catalogues, but never thought of getting it, imagining that it consisted 
merely of a guide to the present buildings. Fortunately I discovered my mis- 
take in time to avail myself of it in the preceding notes, though scarcely to the 
‘extent that I could have wished. The book consists not only of the most 
minute and detailed description of the present buildings hitherto published, but 
it also contains a most complete statement of the objections to the several pre- 
tended sites, and to various circumstances connected with them. His objec- 
tions to the supposed holy sepulchre consist, first, of historical evidence, (197- 
201,) then of antiquarian, (224-229,) and lastly, of those derived from the 
Scripture narrative. (229-232.) The work is well worthy of a translation. 


8. Rabbi Joserpx Scuwanz. Descriptive Geography, and Brief Historical 
Sketch of Palestine. Translated [from the Hebrew] by Isaac Leeser. 
8vo. Philad., 5610, [a.p. 1850.] 


In the chapter on Jerusalem, Rabbi Schwarz expresses himeelf with great 
earnestness against the superstitious traditions of the place. At the same time, 
it must be noted that his Hebrew birth prompts him occasionally to give new 
readings to words, the real meaning of which is already well established. He 
endeavours, for instance, to show that Hippicus, or Migdal-Pikus, was identical 
with the Tower of Hananeel; the Valley of Hinnom, with the Tyropeon; and 





* See Krafft’s plan. Compare with this Schaffter’s description, p. 15. 
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Bethso, with Bezetha; and not only does he misplace all the gates, but he sup- 
poses the city wdil to have passed over the Valley of Jehoshaphat. 
To complete the list, we have— 


4. Cu. F. Zrmpet, Dr. Philos. et Med. Neue értliche topographische 
Beleuchtung der heiligan Weltstadt Jerusalem. 8vo. Stuttgart, 1853. 


The author of this book devotes the first three chapters to the history and 
topography of Jerusalem, towards which, however, he adduces no fresh material, 
contenting himself with the researches of Dr. Robinson, Dr. Schultz, and other 
writers. From such conflicting opinions, he lays down a new plan of the city, 
in which, accepting the remains of the Second Wall adduced by Mr. Williams 
and Dr. Schultz, but calling it the First Wall, he places Acra outside of it, on 
the west, towards Mount Gihon, thus making the Second Wall identical with 
the present wall,* and thereby bringing the ‘church of the Holy Sepulchre’ 
near the centre of the city. The author does not insist upon these details of 
his plan: and in assigning the position of the gates, he places the Valley Gate 
at the south-east corner of Mount Moriah, but says,—‘‘ This cannot well have 
been the situation of it, for according to Neh. iii. 13, the Valley Gate must be 
sought for in the Valley of Hinnom: but I will retain this name, as it is more 
important to show that,a gate existed in this spot, than to ascertain its name, 
especially so as the situation of the other gates is undetermined.” (46.) With 
this extract, we may perceive what authority is to be placed on the author’s 
topographical researches. He then goes on to say, in the fourth chapter,— 
‘‘Thus far will human reason lead us; and no further will the researches of 
learned men, of future generations, succeed in determining this controversy... 
It has been the will of God that the holy places should hitherto have been con- 
cealed in doubt; but now God is pleased to loose the band from our eyes. In 
his endless mercy and compassion, he has broken the seal, and enabled us to 
see the true sites of those transactions which display the infinitude of his mercy 
to fallen man.. How long have the learned racked their brains to no purpose, 
in the endeavour to find out these holy places,—and all because they have not 
sought aright ?” (54, 55.) 

“ As a ship without sail or rudder, dashed about by the billows of a mighty, 
raging sea,—at one time a Unitarian, at another, a Rationalist, I attained at 
length, in my fiftieth year, to some knowledge of my own condition; which 
conviction, strengthened from on high, st length led me back again to the bosom 
of that church which was founded by our Lord himself, through his apostles, 
and which, according to II. Cor. xi. 3, corresponds with its ‘apostolical purity 





* With the exception of the wall from Hippicus to what is shown, in my 
plan, as the Tower of the Furnaces, which wall he places 260 feet rama 80 
as to be on the brow of the hill, 
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and primitive simplicity. Animated with this spirit, I became acquainted with 
the following book, from reading which I determined to journey to Jerusalem.” 
( Vorwort, iii.) —‘ Das bittere Leiden unseres Herrn Jesu Christi, von A. C. Em- 
merich.” Munchen.* 

“Through it I have conceived such joy of mind, that I earnestly hope that 
every traveller to Jerusalem may carry this book, next to the Bible, in his hand 
and heart, on visiting the sacred places, and he will receive therefrom more 
spiritual advantage (yea, even a portion of the Holy Spirit itself,—p. 93) than 
can be attained from any other, even the most learned books.” (54.) 

The lady thus introduced to the reader’s attention was a simple peasant girl, 
who, after manifesting great devotion, became ecstatic, and received the holy 
stigmata.t She then entered the Augustine convent of Agnetenberg, at Diil- 
men, in Westphalia, where she composed the work on “ the bitter sufferings of 
our Lord,”’ wherein, casting the supposed events of the day of our Lord’s cruci- 
fixion into a kind of visionary drama, she gave utterance to the successive inci- 
dents, the words being taken down by an attendant, and afterwards printed. 
The publisher apologises for the confusion existing in some parts of her descrip- 
tion by explaining that, in her ecstasy, she turned constantly towards the 
quarter she was describing, [he does not explain how the distance of a few 
paces in Jerusalem could make a sensitive difference in the orientation from 
Westphalia, | but that no record having been kept of these changes of position, 
the text is become somewhat obscure. (71.) 





* It speaks somewhat to the difference between Protestant and Catholic 
countries, that this book should, in 1849, have passed through seven editions in 
Munich, without having found its way into this country; and, that where here 
thousands of Bibles are printed every year, not one edition of it in the native 
language of the country can be found there. 

+t Some English readers may require to be told that the stigmata, or vulgus 
divinum, or plaga amoris viva, is the receiving the marks of the five wounds of 
Christ, on the feet, hands, and side; and sometimes, in addition to these, of the 
wounds on the forehead. Some information may be obtained on the subject 
from a book published by the late Earl of Shrewsbury, ‘“Letter from the Earl 
of Shrewsbury to Ambrose Lisle Phillips, Esq., descriptive of the Estatica of 
Caldaro, and the Adolorata of Capriana,” 8vo., Lond., 1841; and which, in 
pp. 42-44, gontains an account of the said A. C. Emmerich. The noble earl 
describes the wounds as appearing spontaneously, and as emitting blood every 
Friday ; that the Ecstatica being in bed, the blood from the feet ran upwards 
towards the toes; and that when kneeling in a state of ecstasy, as the host 
passed beneath her window she became lifted up in a miraculous manner, only 
touching the bed with the extremities of her toes, turning herself round always 
so as to face the host ! 
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This is the inestimable treasure discovered by Dr. Zimpel, on finding which, 
he proceeded to determine, which no one had previously done, with the most 
exemplary patience, and with the most unwearied assiduity, the exact spots. 
severally indicated by the “ godly and favoured Emmerich,” and has succeeded 
in convincing himself, beyond all dispute, that Golgotha lay in the ditch outside 

_of the Tower of Psephinus ! 


END OF VOI II - 
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